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Abstract
In this thesis the focus is on how do the K-retailers and their wives cope in connecting
family life, family entrepreneurship and cooperation with the chain organization. The
entrepreneur’s household and the firm form a socio-economic unit called household-
enterprise-complex which interacts with its environment. The interaction within the
household-enterprise complex and the interaction between the complex and the chain
organization form the general framework for this empirical investigation. The research
problem is examined by seeking answers for the next more detailed research questions:
1. How does the K-retailer's household-enterprise-complex cope between multiple needs and challenges?
2. How do the household and the family firm interact economically?
3. How do the gender roles influence in the household-enterprise-complex of K-retailers?
4. How does the household-enterprise-complex interact with the chain?
5. How do the entrepreneurial couples experience their way of life?
Familyentrepreneurship as a life style is examined as the entrepreneurial couple
experience it themselves. The study is based to the empirical data that is collected in
qualitative semi-structured-interviews of 10 retailers and 8 wives in the capital area of
Finland. The interviews were conducted in spring 1999. There were two cases from each
of the retail chains of Kesko (Rimi discount stores, K-neighborhood stores, K-
supermarkets, K-superstores and Citymarket hypermarkets).
Most of all the interaction between household and enterprise is affected by characteristics
of the family and the firm, by the life cycle of the family and the firm, by the size of the
family and the firm, by the division of labor and gender roles within the family. The
complex operates on the basis of its values, sets of goals and available resources. The
family’s "soft" values and culture has to be connected to the "hard" values and culture of
the firm and chain.
The economic stage of a family firm changes over time and the economic interaction
between household and enterprise follows the life cycle stages. When starting a family
business the retailer and his/her family usually invest all the private property to the firm
and from that day the household and the firm are economically overlapping as long as the
enterprise exists. There may be some periods of time when the household and the firm
can be quite self-supporting but when the store needs some renewals the retailer has to
invest again to his/her business. The family gives its labor and also the private property
to the use of the family firm. The chain brings the logistic efficiency and information to
the use of the retailer. And the retailer as a promoter connects all the resources and tries
to create the family business so that it can fulfill all the tasks that the different interest
groups ask for.
One of the most important results of this study is that the family entrepreneurship can
provide one solution to the problem of connecting work and family as the division of
labor is quite flexible in business families. The case families can be divided into three
main categories (copreneurs, equal partners, patriarchal families) according to their
division of labor but as the families move on in their life cycle stage they can also move
to another category of division of labor.
The respondents in this study see the cooperation with the chain more as cooperation
between the retailers. All the respondents feel that it is good and safe to be K-retailer.
The economies of scale and the joint purchasing are the most important motives to
belong to the chain.
Keywords: family entrepreneurship, household, household-enterprise complex, retail
chain, K-retailers, food markets, consumer economics, case study
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Tiivistelmä
Perheyrittäjyys on K-kauppiasperheille elämäntapa ja keskeinen elämänsisältö. Tärkein
tavoite kauppiaille ja heidän puolisoilleen on perheen taloudellinen hyvinvointi, mutta
myös yrityksen sekä ketjun menestys. Kauppiaat kokevat yhteistoiminnan Keskon ja sen
ketjujen kanssa merkittävänä ja taloudellisia mahdollisuuksia luovana tekijänä, koska
toimiminen nykyisillä markkinoilla yksin on lähes mahdotonta. Kauppiaat eivät näe
itseään vain ketjun osana vaan kokevat ketjussa toimivansa verkostona muiden
kauppiaiden kanssa. Kauppiaan perhe tuo yritykseen pehmeitä arvoja ja syyn yrittää
(social man) ja ketjuyhteistyöllä pidetään huoli yrityksen taloudellisesta tehokkuudesta ja
kehittämisestä (economic man). Nämä molemmat ulottuvuudet täydentävät toisiaan ja
vaikuttavat yrityksen hyvinvointiin. Yrityksen menestys on kauppiasperheelle palkinto
kovasta työstä ja koko perheen sitoutumisesta.
Tutkimuksen yhdeksi tärkeimmäksi tulokseksi nousee perheyrittäjyyden joustavuus ja
sen tuomat mahdollisuudet yhdistää perhe-elämä ja työnteko. Kauppiasperheissä
työnjaon perusteena on tarkoituksenmukaisuusperiaate: Nuoremmat kauppiasperheet
järjestävät molemmille vanhemmille mahdollisuuden elää lasten kanssa myös perheen
arkea ja työnjako yrityksessäkin tapahtuu puolisoiden taipumusten, luonteenpiirteiden ja
asiantuntijuuden mukaan. Tämän tutkimuksen mukaan perheyrittäjyyttä voi
laajemminkin ajatella ratkaisuksi perheen ja työn yhdistämisongelmiin.
Perheyrityksessä tilanne muuttuu koko ajan riippuen perheen, yrityksen ja ketjun
elinkaaren vaiheista sekä muusta toimintaympäristöstä.  Perheyrittäjän kotitalous ja yritys
muodostavat kotitalous-yritys -kompleksin, jossa eri yksiköt toimivat systeemisesti
yhdessä ja niitä on vaikea erottaa toisistaan. Yrityksen perustamisvaiheessa yrittäjäperhe
panostaa taloudellisesti kaiken yritykseen, yrityksen toiminnan vakiinnuttua perhe voi jo
hankkia yksityistäkin omaisuutta, mutta markkinatilanteen muuttuessa yrittäjäperhe on
jälleen valmis sijoittamaan lisää yritykseensä.
Tutkimuksessa selvitetään, kuinka kauppias ja hänen puolisonsa ovat yhdistäneet perhe-
elämän, perheyrittäjyyden ja ketjuyhteistoiminnan. Teemahaastatteluissa keväällä 1999
selvitettiin kymmenen kauppiaspariskunnan näkemyksiä siitä, mitä perheyrittäjyys ja
yrittäjyys merkitsee, mitä tavoitteita heillä on perheenä, yrittäjinä ja ketjun jäseninä sekä
minkälaisilla resursseilla he yritystoimintaansa ja kotitalouttaan ”pyörittävät”.
Tutkimuksessa tarkastellaan perheyrittäjyyttä yrittäjäperheen, perheyrityksen ja
ketjuyhteistyön kannalta. Perheen vaikutus perheyrityksen toimeenpanevana voimana on
tämän tutkimuksen perusteella merkittävä: Yrityksen olemassaolon motiivit lähtevät
perheestä, taloudelliset toimintaedellytykset paranevat ketjuyhteistyössä.
Avainsanat: perheyrittäjyys, kotitalous, kotitalous-yritys kompleksi,
päivittäistavarakauppa, ketju, K-kauppias, kuluttajaekonomia, case tutkimus
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1 INTRODUCTION
1.1 Background of the study
The grocery business has undergone a number of changes during past two decades. New
retail concepts have been developed, based on consumer needs and improved logistics.
The Finnish grocery retail business has always been quite concentrated but the market
has never been so concentrated as today, mainly due to the growing popularity of the
chain system among retailers. Networking is also becoming more common among
traditional family entrepreneurs, many of whom nowadays belong to a retailing chain.
The question of whether it is possible for family entrepreneurship to survive in a big
chain organization has aroused much debate among individual entrepreneurs as well as
within the retail industry. One of my many reasons for undertaking this research was, in
fact, to investigate whether the close cooperation with the chain organization affected or
changed family entrepreneurship – and if so, how.
My interest in entrepreneurial families derives from my own experiences as an
entrepreneur’s wife. At the beginning of our family business, when we had no children
and I was still working in another field outside our firm, I found myself spending the
evenings and weekends working for our grocery store. The firm was important to me and
it contributed a great deal to my life, but also my contribution to the firm was important,
even though I was not officially working in the business. In the years after our children
were born I continued to work as an assisting family member at the store. It is my
experience that a family business requires much time and involvement from the family
members, but it also gives them something meaningful to do together. When I was
spending all my evenings late into the night over office work, I must admit I was quite
confused when people kept telling me how easy life was for me as a housewife, just
being at home with the children and not having to work.
Accordingly, my most important reason for starting this research was to take a little step
towards making the family’s and the women’s work more visible, and to prove the
essential role that the family plays in a family enterprise. Many of the family members
(usually the women) make an important contribution to the family business although they
are not the actual entrepreneurs, but only making their “career” in the family firm.
According to Kovalainen (1993, 181), the traditional image of a self-employed woman is
that of one who runs a small grocery shop together with her husband, where she serves
the neighbourhood and at the same time takes care of everybody’s business as well. This
image still applies to reality, at least to some extent. The family enterprise has been a
very important form of business, and still is, particularly in the retail and the restaurant
business. Kovalainen (1993, 206-207) further points out that family members have
historically had, and continue to have, a major role within farming, handicrafts, and the
service industries. However, family labour represents a “hidden” element in the labour
market: these women – who form the overwhelming majority of assisting family
members – are neither waged workers nor self-employed. The tasks of the women
assisting in the family business varies from full-time work to part-time office duties,
which can be taken care of when time is available (for example, in small construction
businesses, the wife can do the office and administrative work at home).
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Also according to Wheelock and Baines (1998, 67), family and spouse involvement in
micro-businesses is important, and as a matter of fact, many micro-businesses can be
called “husband-and-wife businesses”. Tinker (1995, 27) argues that although women
bear and nurture the family’s children, this should not mean that they can be dismissed as
economic actors. Women have predominantly been seen as dependent homemakers, even
though such a view has never reflected reality. The role of women and the role of the
family are very important to the success and survival of the family entrepreneur and the
family enterprise (Rowe and Hong 1997).
My interest in the issue grew as I studied retailers who were struggling with bankruptcy
(Römer-Paakkanen 1994) and found that the family was the primary actor in the coping
process of the retailers. The family gave them the strength to carry on with their everyday
lives and also motivated them to continue and find new ways to make a living. Those
who lost their families with the bankruptcy often had mental problems and saw their
future as even more hopeless.
The stories of entrepreneurs often exceed the scope of academic publishing standards.
Consequently, many well-known cases of entrepreneurship have not been reported by
scholars in scientific journals but have been written in book form either by the
entrepreneur him/herself or by ghostwriters or journalists – seldom by an academic
researcher. There are also some examples in Finland of journalistic writings about
retailers. Ojaharju (1988) wrote down the story of one K-retailer, and Väänänen (1999)
edited a book about Finnish retailers’ stories. The voice of the individual entrepreneurs
can be well heard in her book, as the stories were set down in the form the entrepreneurs
told them about how they had seen their lives. It is important that someone is willing to
take the risk of publishing stories like this, since they always represent the point of view
of the entrepreneur him/herself. Such books are very fruitful in that they stimulate
discussion about the phenomenon, but what is also required is academic research that
studies the phenomenon more profoundly and in a wider context.
Entrepreneurship is a comprehensive phenomenon, which has an impact on the
entrepreneur’s entire sphere of life: his/her household, social life, economy, and the
whole family’s social security, now and in the future. Families often need to adapt to a
new way of life when a family member sets up a business of his/her own. Casson (1999,
13) suggests that failure in a family business may, in some cases, ruin the whole family,
while in the case of diluted ownership the effects of failure are dispersed among many
smaller investors on whom the impact is almost negligible. Weigel and Ballard-Reisch
(1997, 8) argue that as the financial – and frequently the emotional – survival of the
family members is linked to the success of the business, it is imperative to understand the
impact of the family on the business, and vice versa. Whereas researchers and
practitioners have developed models that adequately explore the business realm of family
businesses, they have been unable to account sufficiently for the effect of family
functioning on the family business. It has been said that having a stable family life allows
the other areas of a family’s mutual life together to develop and grow, including life in
the business (Hennon et al. 1998, 243). To create new businesses and to engage new
entrepreneurs, the pressure and costs of being in a family business should be reduced and
its positive elements encouraged (Wheelock and Baines 1998, 70). Entrepreneurial
training should emphasize a holistic view of entrepreneurship. People who are planning
to start their own business have a right to know more about how their decision affects
their life as a whole.
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The creation of new enterprises can have a substantial impact on society, since an
increase in the number of successful businesses will increase the number of jobs
available (Hennon et al. 1998, 239). Family businesses do, in fact, account for the
majority of jobs in most Western societies (Kets de Vries 1992, 6).  Binks and Vale
(1990, 1) point out that implicit in the rhetoric of speakers encouraging entrepreneurship
is the suggestion that the proliferation of entrepreneurs would increase the aggregate
amount of enterprise within the economy and that enterprise is, in some unspecified
sense, good for the economy. Also in Finland the state has taken steps to increase the
number of new venture start-ups across the country, and considerable public funds are
being directed at putting small-business ideology into practice through a multitude of
programmes and policies. These initiatives have played their part in the rather rapid
increase in new small and medium-sized enterprises and jobs. (Hyrsky 2001, 115.)
Society expects entrepreneurs to conduct good business and employ many workers.
Decision-makers and politicians see enterprises and entrepreneurs as abstract, faceless
actors that work day after day for the society and its mutual welfare. In reality,
enterprises and entrepreneurs are working in the market on its terms.
In the Finnish grocery market, family entrepreneurship has always been an important
way of doing business. The current development trend is, on one hand, to break up big
organizations into small separate units, and on the other hand, to collect small businesses
into cooperative units or networks (Varamäki 2001, 9). In both trends there is a need to
understand entrepreneurship and its functions and meaning to the entrepreneurs
themselves and to their environment. This study approaches family entrepreneurship
from a holistic perspective, focusing on the functioning of the household-enterprise
complex of grocery retailers cooperating in a chain.
Another question to consider is how retailers and their family entrepreneurs feel about
the cooperation between themselves and the chain. There has already been much
discussion about how the central organization influences the autonomy of the chain
retailers and this issue has attracted renewed attention in recent years as Kesko, one of
the leading chain organizations, announced that chaining was to be its most important
strategy. This study offers some viewpoints to this discussion, but it must be remembered
that the results are context-bound to certain cases and to a certain time period. So the
findings cannot be generalized to apply to all retailers or to any given situation.
The research area is important not only from the viewpoint of the entrepreneurs but also
from the viewpoint of society as a whole, because the study also contributes to the public
debate on how to connect work and family life. New alternatives are needed and family
entrepreneurship may be one relevant proposition.
1.2  Purpose and scope of the study
The purpose of this study is to create a holistic view of the household-enterprise complex
of a family entrepreneur, and to understand the multiple challenges that these
entrepreneurs have to face in their everyday lives. The aim is to find out how retailers
feel about life as a family entrepreneur and what they think are the most important
elements of successful family entrepreneurship in a chain organization. The household is
in a central position in this study. Still, it must be borne in mind that although the actors
in the household-enterprise complex are, above all, human beings, still it is not possible
to conduct any deep analysis of their human relations in this study or, for instance, to
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examine the sexual or mental relations between the spouses. The perspective here is more
socioeconomic than psychological.
Instead of thinking of a firm as “an endless resource” we need to examine the family
enterprise in a holistic way to understand its functions and goals. An understanding of the
interrelated factors which structure the roles, the decision-making, the climate, and the
cultures of entrepreneurial families can help to build capacity in these families to
effectively and efficiently prevent problems and to manage those that do arise. (Hennon
et al. 1998, 248.)
The purpose of this study is to create a holistic view of the household-
enterprise complex of family entrepreneurs in the context of grocery
stores, and to find out how the retailers and their wives manage to
combine family life, entrepreneurship and the multiple needs and
challenges they face as they interact with their store chain organization.
The study aims at providing knowledge about the special area of family enterprises,
needed, for example, in decision-making concerning small and medium-sized enterprises.
Also, if the objective is to encourage people to create new enterprises and to become
entrepreneurs, it is necessary to understand the concept of entrepreneurship and its
meaning to those who run a family enterprise.
1.3  Central concepts of the study
This section contains short definitions of the concepts that are central to the framework
of this study, which is presented in Figure 10, Section 3.6. Other essential concepts are
described in the text.
Household and family
According to Goldsmith (1996, 14) the word “household” refers to all persons who
occupy a housing unit such as a house, an apartment, or a single room. A household
consists of one or more persons. “Family”, on the other hand, is defined as a group of
two or more persons who are related by birth, marriage, or adoption, and who reside
together. A family as a system is something more than parent(s) plus child(ren) – the
whole is greater than the sum of its parts (Whitchurch and Constantine 1993, 329).  Each
family is a household, but not all households are families. However, the difference
between the two concepts is not altogether clear. No definition of household fits to all
circumstances because of the varied and complex nature of human society  (Rogers 1990,
9).
In principle, the concept of household is used in economics, whereas the concept of
family is applied in social sciences. The tradition of Finnish or German household
economics sees the household as an economic unit. The family and household are
systems that are tied together but are not completely overlapping (Küster 1994, 68).
Family implies a feeling of togetherness, social ties, power and responsibility, personal
skills, and the influence of the environment. Household refers to togetherness, on one
hand, in sharing the household resources and housework and, on the other hand, in
sharing its economic resources for consumption and savings. Thus, although the family
and the household are different systems, they are in close interaction. (Hallman 1991, 24;
Varjonen 1991, 5.) Thompson (1992, 33) points out that the three different concepts of
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“household”, “family”, and “home” cannot be interchanged without sacrificing logical
consistency. She differentiates the household as a spatial concept, the family as a social
concept, and the home as an emotional concept.
In this study the two concepts, family and household, are both seen as describing the
same phenomenon – only the viewpoint is slightly different. Since the perspective of the
study is socioeconomic, family, and household are used almost like synonyms but with
the following distinction. When the concept of “family” is used in this study, there are
more mental elements involved, whereas the concept of “household” here refers more to
economic elements.
Baines and Wheelock (1998) prefer the term “business family” to “family business” in
their study of micro-businesses owned by men, women and mixed sex partnerships.
According to the authors, business family is a much more inclusive term which
acknowledges a wide variety of formal and informal relationships between families and
the businesses from which they gain their livelihoods. The term “business family” is
preferred here because the focus in this study is more on the functions of the household-
enterprise complex than on the business. The concepts of “business family” and
“entrepreneurial family” are used interchangeably in this study.
Enterprise, firm and business
A firm has been defined as an institution that organizes the production of goods and
services (Parkin 1990, 207, 224). Kettunen (1987) defines an enterprise as stable and
organized cooperation between human beings, targeted at satisfying needs. The output of
an enterprise is delivered to customers in the market. An enterprise must create profit to
its owners and produce goods and services efficiently to its customers. Moreover, an
enterprise provides work and a livelihood for its employees, takes care of their social and
mental needs, and aims at creating wellbeing in its environment.
The terms “firm”, “enterprise” and sometimes also the term “business” are used in this
study to describe the same phenomenon or unit. A firm, thus, can be owned by one
person, a group of persons, a family, or a corporation, which means that there are several
persons who own shares in the firm. The firm (or enterprise) can also vary in size from a
small corner market to a multinational corporation.
In Finland, firms are often defined for practical reasons by the number of people they
employ. Accordingly, firms with less than 50 employees are referred to as small
enterprises, firms with 50-199 employees as middle-sized enterprises, and those with
more than 200 employees as large enterprises (Paasio and Heinonen 1993, 11).
According to Vesalainen (1995, 18), a qualitative definition of a “small firm”
concentrates on three criteria: 1) The firm must be small in relation to its market or
industry. A firm with 50 employees can be considered large within the service branch,
but small as a manufacturer. 2) The firm must be owner-managed, which usually means
that it is managed in a personalized way instead of by the formal practices used by
professional managers. 3) The firm must be independent of outside ownership and
control.
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In the context of this study, the term “firm” (or “enterprise”) is used to refer to a Finnish
grocery store which is a member of a chain organization and is owned and managed by a
private retailer cooperating with other retailers in the chain organization. These grocery
stores can be regarded as small firms because they are managed in very personalized way
even if they have more than 100 employees, as some of them do.
Household-enterprise complex
When we consider a family business (or family entrepreneurship) it is not possible to
focus on the business or the family as if they were separate entities. The emotional and
intellectual processes creating the private world of the family and those involved in
understanding the public world of the family-run business are mutually interdependent –
each relies upon the other for support. (Pickàrd 1999, 1.)
Koiranen (1998, 18) presents the household-enterprise system as a system of interaction
between family and enterprise, but he also points out that this interaction varies
considerably according to the life phase of the enterprise or the family, according to
ownership, size of the business, etc.
Figure 1. The interaction between family and enterprise (Koiranen 1998, 18).
Households and enterprises are usually positioned at the opposite ends of the economy.
But, since entrepreneurs also have their own households, it is not possible in that sense to
separate the household and the enterprise into two different units. (Piorkowsky 1997, 29;
Pickàrd 1999, 1.)
The entrepreneur’s household and enterprise form a socioeconomic unit referred to as the
household-enterprise complex. Hansch and Piorkowsky (1997, 3) have listed the
following as characteristic of this complex:
• The money income of the household stems to a certain degree from
entrepreneurial activity.
• The firm is small in terms of employees: that is, it is a one-person
enterprise (sole proprietorship) or it comprises the entrepreneur and
only few employees or unpaid family workers.
• The management function is carried out by the entrepreneur
him/herself or by a member of the household or family.
• In case of a corporation, the household or family members are the
dominating shareholders.
• The production function of the unit includes household production as
well as market production.
• The status of the enterprise can be legal or informal: the legal status
of the market production is of secondary relevance.
   Enterprise Family/
Enterprise
Interaction
           Family
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Hadashick and Piorkowsky (1999) suggest there is evidence that infant-stage and small
firms are normally not separated economic units from the households of the
entrepreneurs, but part of a new (emerging) socioeconomic entity with special functions
and structures, especially with respect to time use, goal-setting, and information
behaviour. According to systems thinking, the phenomenon has to be examined as a
whole: it cannot be taken to pieces, and the family or household cannot be understood by
looking at the individual parts in isolation from each other. (Hallman 1990, 18; Sontag
and Bubolz 1996, 21.)
The concept of “household-enterprise complex” is used in this study to describe the
socioeconomic system that consists of the entrepreneur’s household and his or her firm.
Chain
Kesko Group comprises the parent company, Kesko Corporation, and its subsidiaries.
Kesko Group is a trading company engaged in retailing, in close chain cooperation with
the K-retailers, and in wholesaling direct to the industry, restaurants, and other wholesale
customers. Kesko Group has four product lines: food, hardware and builders’ supplies,
home and specialty goods, and agriculture and machinery. (Kesko 2000.)
K-Alliance, in turn, refers to the retail trade of Kesko Group. In this study, the term
“chain” means the operating system between the wholesale organization Kesko and the
K-retailers who are members of Kesko. The chain organization is based on vertical
cooperation between Kesko and each retailer enterprise. The chain also refers to the
cooperation between the retailers who are associated together.  Kesko is responsible for
purchasing the products included in the chain selection, as well as for nationwide and
regional chain marketing. Kesko is also responsible for the development of the chain
business idea. The retailer-entrepreneurs are responsible for chain operations in their own
stores, for local marketing, for purchasing local products, and for building up customer
relations to meet local needs. (Kesko 2000). A more specific description.
1.4  Structure of the study and description of the research process
According to Murray and MacMillan (1994, 14), a researcher needs to address six key
specification decisions as she or he begins to assemble a research programme in the area
of entrepreneurship. These key decisions are interrelated and cannot be made
independently. They are as follows (the reference to the chapter or section providing the
answer in this study is given in brackets):
1) Purpose:
What is the specific as well as larger purpose of the study? (Section 1.2)
2) Theoretical perspective:
What is the theoretical perspective adopted? (Chapter 3)
3) Focus:
On what specific phenomena is the investigation focused? (Section 1.3)
4) Level of analysis:
What level(s) of analysis will be considered? (Section 4.7)
5) Time frame:
What length of time frame will be considered? (Section 4.2)
6) Methodology:
What methodology will be adopted? (Chapter 4)
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This study is structured as follows (see Figure 2). Chapter 1 contains a short description
of the problem area, which became particularly topical in Finland at the beginning of
2001 due to a new type of agreement introduced between K-retailers and the Kesko
Group. The purpose and scope of the study and its theoretical position are also presented
in this chapter. Chapter 2 describes the highly concentrated grocery market in Finland,
and briefly reviews the history of K-retailers and the wholesaler organization Kesko. The
theoretical framework of the study and an overview of the key concepts and phenomena
– household, family and entrepreneurship – are presented in Chapter 3.  Chapter 4 is
devoted to methodological issues. This chapter describes in detail how the research
objectives are to be achieved. First there is some argumentation for the holistic approach
of the study, followed by a description of case-study research and the semi-structured
interview method, and an account of how the data were collected and the interviews
conducted. The cases are also introduced briefly. Finally, the reliability and validity of
qualitative research is discussed at the end of the chapter. Chapter 5 presents a vignette
of each case plus a description and a short analysis of the cases. The aim of this chapter is
to give an understanding of the phenomenon of family entrepreneurship in the context of
the Finnish grocery market. The empirical findings of the study are given in Chapter 6 in
the form of a cross-case analysis of the research questions. Finally, Chapter 7 contains an
assessment of the study, reflections on the results, and the conclusion and implications of
the research.
In addition to describing the structure of this study, Figure 2 also gives an account of the
various stages through which the research has progressed. The process was founded on
my pre-understanding as a researcher, which stems from my own entrepreneurial
experiences, as well as from the literature and earlier studies.
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Figure 2: The structure of the study
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Analysis and interpretation pervade a research process all the way from the definition of
the problem area to fieldwork and final reporting. After a researcher has defined the main
concepts and the context of the problem area, the focus shifts to methodological issues.
The arrows in Figure 2 are there to describe the interaction between the different problem
areas and stages of this study. Usually a research process is not so linear as the figure
may give to understand. Interpretation and analysis require continuous dialogue between
all stages and parts of the study, and many things may change during the research
process. Sometimes even the research questions changes as the process proceeds. Several
simultaneous activities engage the attention of the researcher: collecting information in
the field, sorting the information into categories, formatting it into a story or picture, and
then actually writing the qualitative text. (Creswell 1994, 153.) Although a qualitative
research process can be both complex and chaotic, in the research report the different
stages have to be described in comprehensible order.
To provide some structure to an open and flexible interview study, Kvale (1996, 87-108)
outlines seven stages in an interview investigation:
1) Thematizing: Conceptual clarification and a theoretical analysis of
the theme studied, and the formulation of research questions.
2) Designing: Planning and preparing the methodological procedures
for obtaining the intended knowledge.
3) Interviewing: Conducting the interviews with a reflective approach to
the knowledge sought.
4) Transcribing:  Preparing the interview material for analysis.
5) Analyzing:  Must be done on the basis of the purpose and topic of the
investigation and on the basis of the nature of the interview material.
6) Verifying: Ascertaining the generalizability, reliability, and validity
of the interview findings.
7) Reporting: Communicating the findings of the study and the methods
applied in a scientific form.
All the above-mentioned stages were included in the research process of this study as
well. The research subject began to emerge in 1995 following my study of K-retailers
who had failed in their business. The results of that study (Römer-Paakkanen 1994)
indicated that the family was the most important thing in a retailer’s life through the hard
times when he/she had to abandon the business. The family gave the retailer the strength
needed to cope with the many hardships and problems involved. I grew interested to
investigate the role that the family and the household played in the course of a retailer’s
career and in the different lifecycle stages of the enterprise.
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It took me two years to get the research process really started, because it is not easy to
combine the long process of writing a dissertation with the life of an entrepreneurial
family. But the subject was so interesting that once I was given some economic support
for my research project it was clear that the study had to be carried out. The process was
started in 1997 by identifying a theoretical background for the study and planning the
methodological procedure. Next I determined the themes of the interviews and conducted
them in the first half of 1999.  By the end of that year, the interviews had been
transcribed and the final analysis began. The study was interrupted in 2000 when I
worked as an acting professor at the university, but I resumed it again in summer 2001 by
analyzing the interviews and writing the final report.
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2  THE FINNISH GROCERY MARKET AND K-
RETAILERS
2.1 Description of the Finnish grocery market
The volume of the Finnish grocery market is only half that of the city of London, but its
size is larger than the market area of all of England (Raumolin 1990, 30). Distribution
costs would, thus, be very high if distribution were not concentrated. In international
terms, the Finnish grocery market is, in fact, exceptionally concentrated (Aalto-Setälä
1998, 1), and large competitive retail groups have been arranged around the leading
wholesaler groups (Vaittinen 1990, 35). The market share of the four biggest wholesaler
groups (Kesko 37.8, S-group 27.8, Tradeka/Elanto 12.3 and Spar 9.8 percent) was almost
90 percent in 1999. Kesko, Tradeka and S-group are among the five largest business
enterprises in Finland (Itkonen 1996, 29; Kotisalo and Kiuru 1997, 4). The following
figure describes the structure of the Finnish grocery market.
Figure 3: The grocery market in Finland 1998 (Lindroth  2000, 25).
Production, Finnish and foreign industry, importers
Kesko
Group
Wihuri 44%
Sentra 35%
Stockmann
14%
Heinon
Tukku 7%
SOK
S-group
Tradeka Elanto
Chains Chains Chains Chains Chains
Suomen
Spar Oy
Inex Partners Oy
District  cooperatives
K-stores Stores S-stores Stores Stores
Customers: Food industry, agriculture, catering sector, consumers, etc.
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S-group and Tradeka/Elanto are cooperatives and can be described as organizationally
integrated chains with centralized decision-making. Kesko and Suomen Spar are
voluntary groups, organized on a contractual basis. In spite of their different
organizational forms, all these grocery trading groups aim at operating standardized store
concepts and uniform chains. (Dulsrud 1996, 63; Uusitalo 1998, 53.)
The share of cooperative stores has traditionally been quite remarkable in Finland (in
1993 it was 32 percent), although their share has been decreasing steadily everywhere
else in Europe. However, from the consumers’ point of view, the difference between the
privately-owned and cooperative stores has vanished almost completely (Itkonen 1996,
29).
Since the 1960s, the structural changes in Finnish retail trade have been characterized by
a transformation in the structure of the entire industry, decline in the number of outlets,
withdrawal of stores from the rural areas, popularity of self-service, increasing store size,
rationalization of the business, changes of location, chaining of stores, and concentration
within the chains. The ways of operating have also changed as a result of new technology
and telecommunication systems (Home 1989, 321; Vaittinen 1990, 36).
These structural changes have also meant a redistribution of market shares among
various types of grocery stores (Raijas 1997, 2). For reasons of efficiency, the number of
small stores has diminished at the expense of larger ones. The major grocery retailing
channels today include the grocery departments of hypermarkets and department stores,
in addition to supermarkets, neighbourhood or convenience stores, and low-price or
discount stores (Vaittinen 1990, 27-29). Even though each trading group has specified
and named its own store types and brands, all have a broadly similar set of store types
(Uusitalo 1998, 52). The market shares of the different types of grocery stores in 1999
are shown in the following table.
Table 1: Market shares (%) of different types of grocery stores in Finland 1999.
(Source: A.C. Nielsen Finland Oy, 2000)
Type of grocery store Floor space Market share
Small stores < 200 m2  8%
Self-service stores or
neighbourhood stores
     200 -  399 m2 14%
Small supermarkets      400 -  999 m2 24%
Large supermarkets    1000 -2499 m2 25%
Department stores          >  2500 m2  9%
Hypermarkets          >  2500 m2 20%
As shown in Table 1, the most important store types are supermarkets (small and large)
and hypermarkets, which have increased their market shares in recent years. It is also
typical of the structural change in the Finnish grocery market that the total number of
stores is falling, the unit size is growing, and the efficiency in retailing is increasing
(Kotisalo 2000, 27).
According to Home (1989, 344), it is justified to talk about a dramatic change in the
culture of trade. Even in the regeneration of grocery trade, the centrally planned and
technocratic Gesellschaft ideology supersedes the traditional Gemeinschaft. These
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structural changes have also affected traditional family-owned retail businesses. The
chains and large units that have replaced the neighborhood stores tend to conceal who the
actual owner of the store is. Consumers are unaware who is the storekeeper and who runs
the business: what they can see are similar stores and a similar assortment in each chain
and store. Uusitalo (1998, 60) notes that grocery stores used to be unique personalities up
until the chains and multiples entered the retail market. With the penetration of large
organizations and chain operations, grocery retail stores have lost their original character.
Today’s grocery stores are likely to be controlled by the policies of large trading groups.
The uniqueness of the village store has gradually declined as a result, says Uusitalo. One
reason is that chain operations have increased the homogeneity of grocery stores because
of the replication of the same business ideas. Mannermaa (1989, 166) points out that
these developments raise a number of questions:  Is private entrepreneurship and family
business going to disappear behind the façade of the chains? How has smallness
survived within greatness? Are there any advantages in being small or is it always the
economies of scale that win?
Retailers are one link in the product chain from the field or factory to the consumer.
Today producers, industry, importers, and other suppliers can sell directly to retailers, but
in future there may be a risk that they will first have to sell their products to the chain
organization. Thus, the chain organization would act as a “middleman” between
producers and retailers. In this kind of situation it would be impossible for small
producers or suppliers to get any new products on the market at all. To them it would
mean “Death Valley”, and to consumers a lack of real choice.
Family entrepreneurship used to be a powerful resource for small businesses, but
nowadays family enterprises have few ways of competing with mass production. They
need a strong network group behind them to derive advantage from economies of scale.
However, it may not necessarily be worthwhile for small entrepreneurs to cooperate with
large organizations if, at the same time, they lose their own “creative madness”.
According to Pantzar (1995, 11), the history of the leading Finnish department store
Stockmann is a good example of how features such as spontaneity, brave visions,
”creative inactivity”, human relations, and less emphasis on rational planning have
together produced a highly successful organization.
Vaittinen listed some of the advantages of grocery retail chaining in his textbook already
in 1990. He noted that chaining and the utilization of new technology as phenomena
could be compared to the emergence of self-service in the 1960s. The launch of self-
service stores resulted in a notable increase in the profitability of grocery retailing.
Today, as competition keeps getting tougher and costs are simultaneously increasing
faster than profitability, the chain model offers a way of maintaining the economic
viability of the business or even increasing it. Operating in a chain model is profitable if
the way of action described in the business idea of the chain is duly followed. This
preconceives that the chain has a strong culture that has been fully internalized by all
those involved, both at the level of attitudes and actions. It is also important for success
to take full advantage of the opportunities offered by new technology. Finally, Vaittinen
notes that along with the chain model, stores become like products or trademarks used by
the consumers.
The competitiveness of a grocery store is not a one-dimensioned phenomenon and cannot
be explained by one single factor. The main advantages provided by a chain are related to
benefits in buying, in purchasing terms, development of the assortment, logistics, and
ordering and data systems. The chain also provides favourable store premises and helps
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in developing the business, marketing and marketing concepts. Moreover, the chain
offers the opportunity for international networking and assists in the internationalization
process. (Korolainen 2001, 104, 188.)
Korolainen (2001,114-115,182) has built a theoretical model of competitiveness and
tested his model with the K-supermarket chain. According to him there are four major
dimensions involved: 1) profitability, 2) customer satisfaction, 3) market share, and 4)
operating processes, as well as factors explaining these. He lists them as factors related to
goods, operations, physical characteristics of the store, profit and costs, competence,
competition, and the whole entity provided by the store. Competitiveness is a stage of
equilibrium in which these factors and their elements are weighted differently in each
chain or store type (Korolainen 2001, 188). In the present study, entrepreneurship is seen
as one important component of competence, which influences all the other dimensions
and factors of competitiveness.
2.2 Historical review of K-retailers
 
Kesko was established in 1940 by a merger of four regional wholesale companies that
had been founded by retailers (Hoffman 1983, 211, Kesko 1999, 1). The K-emblem was
introduced and adopted as the K-retailers’ symbol in March 1947 (Hoffman 1983, 277,
293, Kesko 1999, 1). The aim was to strengthen the feeling of togetherness or solidarity
among the retailers, and an active building of the network of K-stores began. The right to
use the K-emblem was granted to 2500 retailers in 1947, and by 1950 there were 4000
retailers using the emblem (Hoffman 1983, 296-297). Towards the end of the 1950s,
post-war regulation was removed, and more store networks began to emerge. The
objective of this networking, or chaining, was to get better sales profits and reduce the
costs by means of joint marketing and joint purchasing (Hoffman 1983, 318, 322-323.)
Retail trade in foodstuffs underwent significant changes during the 1960s. The trend was
that general stores evolved into food stores, and the self-service concept revolutionized
the field. In the 1960s the market share of the largest wholesale groups was more than 75
percent and in the 1970s it exceeded 90 percent (Hoffman 1983, 323). Kesko was listed
at the Helsinki Stock Exchange in 1960 (Kesko 1999, 1) and today has some 23,000
stakeholders. K-retailers own only about 20 percent of the stock and have 40 percent of
the vote. In 1965 the number of K-retailers was at its highest, or 4742 altogether
(Hoffman 1990, 167). However, the number of rural stores had begun to decline during
the 1960s. Then, in the 1970s, a new store format – the supermarket – was launched
(www.kesko/fi 25.7.2001), and stores continued to grow in size throughout the 1970s and
1980s. Further steps were also taken during the 1970s to strengthen the store network,
and significant advances were made in logistical operations thanks to automated data
processing.
Some criticism of the K-retailer system was heard from outside the retailers during the
1960s and 1970s. Certain competitors or politicians were against the centralization of
trade and wanted to defend individual grocers against Kesko. Some retailers were also
against the system, but these were mainly dissatisfied with the charge they had to pay for
their store site. According to the agreement each retailer had to pay a percentage charge
to support new retailers who were only beginning and did not yet have a successful
business (Hoffman 1983, 354). More recently, some critical comments have again been
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made against the retailer system and the agreements, but since centralization lowers the
logistical costs and joins resources to achieve price competitiveness, retailers are
generally quite satisfied with the chain system.
Today, Kesko is a wholesale marketing and logistics organization which develops retail
concepts and operating systems and controls the retail store sites that are essential for the
business. Kesko’s Foodstuffs Division acts as a wholesaler and developer of operating
systems based on private enterprise for the retail and fast food branches in Finland and its
neighboring markets. One of Kesko’s basic values is the enterprising spirit, signifying
confidence in entrepreneurship and in the entrepreneur’s own competence, diligence, and
willingness to develop the business and generate profit. A decision has been made to
intensify cooperation between Kesko and the K-retailers in the chains by adopting more
consistent modes of chain operation. The retailer enterprise will continue to be the
special competitive asset of Kesko and the K-retailers, supplemented with the benefits of
the reform in chain operations. (Kesko 1999.) A reformed chain-operating system
between Kesko and the K-retailers was introduced at the beginning of 2001. This will
mean much closer cooperation in chain-concept development, category management,
marketing, purchasing and logistics. The new system will be gradually taken into use
over about two years. (Kesko 2001.)
2.3 K-retailers as members of Kesko’s chain organization
This study focuses on K-retailers, that is, on grocery retailers who are members of the K-
Alliance. These are independent entrepreneurs who use the K-emblem or other marketing
symbol of the group. In their entrepreneurial capacity, they are responsible for customer
satisfaction and for the profitable performance of their own stores. The retailers are
Kesko’s shareholders and members of the K-Retailers’ Association. At the end of 1999,
there were altogether 1824 K-retailers and 2042 stores in the K-Alliance. (The
corresponding figure for 2001 was 1500, as reported by the K-Retailers’ Association.)
The retailers operated under their cooperation agreement in 826 store sites and premises
controlled by Kesko. Kesko owned 339 of the stores and 487 store premises had been
leased by Kesko and rented on to K-retailers. The total sales of K-retailer grocery stores
amounted to FIM 23,273.82 million (EUR 3,914.38 million) in 1999. (Kesko 1999, 80.)
In order to adapt to the changes in the domestic competitive environment, Kesko and the
K-retailers have worked out an operating system based on vertical cooperation between
Kesko and each retailer enterprise operating in a chain. Each chain has its own particular
target customer group and operating practices, which facilitates consumer choice. (Kesko
2000.)
Figure 4 illustrates the changing market environment and its impact on the K-retailer
agreements and the chain system. The K-retailers are independent entrepreneurs who
belong to a chain and cooperate with other members of the chain. Before Kesko adopted
a conscious chaining strategy at the beginning of the 1990s, the cooperation agreements
between Kesko and the retailers of the store network used to be more individual and
every retailer negotiated his/her own terms. Hyvönen (1990, 188) described the
agreements between the wholesaler and retailers as “franchised-type hybrids”, and this
relationship grew even stronger in the late 1990s. At the end of the year 2000, all K-
retailers had to sign a new chain agreement where all the terms had been changed and the
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chain organization had more power over the retailers. It should be noted that the retailers
interviewed for this study discussed and evaluated their entrepreneurship and their
position in the chain as things were in spring 1999. Many factors have changed since
then, but this study and its results must be assessed against the situation at the time of the
interviews.
Today, Kesko is responsible for the continuous development of the operating system and
the retail concepts, for controlling the chain operations, and for purchasing the products
included the chains’ assortments. Retailers, as entrepreneurs, are responsible for their
business profit, personnel management, and implementation of the chain concept in their
stores. Kesko takes charge of providing the store sites, information systems, marketing
channels, and training for the chain. The enterprises operating in the chains pay the
wholesaler for the right to make use of the chain concept and other services that Kesko
provides. (Kesko 2000.)
The objective of the chain is to combine the benefits of local private enterprises and
centralization. The retailer-entrepreneur’s obligations include responsibility for chain
operations in the store, local marketing, purchasing of local products, and building up
customer relations at the local level, but lately this has aroused some criticism. The
critics claim that it is no longer possible to meet these requirements in today’s chain
system. As Hoffman (1983, 532) points out, K-stores have always underlined family
entrepreneurship and they traditionally made all decisions concerning their business
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Figure 4: Model describing changes introduced in late 2000 to the
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themselves. They have managed their enterprise in a changing environment with their
own experience and skills. In today’s competitive environment, the functional policies of
contemporary grocery stores tend towards productivity gains, scale increases and low
costs (Uusitalo 1998, 115). Mannermaa (1993, 78) sees the formation of chains basically
as a kind of struggle between economies of scale and “economies of smallness”. It
depends on the market whether scale economies and concentration, or smallness and
flexibility are the best strategy.
It is often noted that success in the market depends on economies of scale. Economies of
scale occur when the percentage increase in output exceeds the percentage increase in
input (Parkin 1990, 244). Individual entrepreneurs cannot manage the changes that take
place in the environment, and must therefore network to improve their resources. To
some extent there is a disagreement between the ideas of economies of scale and
economies of smallness. According to Pantzar (1995, 11), it seems that the most
significant factor of success in today’s business is efficiency in logistics. But Pantzar
reminds us that technological and economic efficiency is not automatic so far as trading
is based on human interaction.
Home (1999, 188) suggests that retail chain cooperation has proven itself as an important
success factor for neighborhood stores. Better profitability and less unsteadiness of
circumstances, lower transaction costs of established customers, additional resources,
economies of scale, and a better bargaining position are the advantages that are usually
said to result from cooperation (Mannermaa 1989, 2). According to Stern and El-Ansary
(1988, 327), chain members are willing to trade a certain degree of autonomy in order to
gain scale economies and market impact. In his study on K-retailers, Mannermaa (1989,
186) found some retailers to be satisfied and some to be dissatisfied with their status.
Thus, it appears that a retailer can be dependent on the central organization and the
central organization can exert extensive influence over the enterprise and affect its
operations, and yet the retailer may still consider him/herself as having wide operational
freedom.
K-retailers have an indirect impact on many other small entrepreneurs and their well-
being. If the chain organization is going to make all of the decisions concerning product
assortments, it will be impossible for some small enterprises in the supply sector to enter
the market at all. That is why understanding the situation of family-owned and family-
directed grocery stores is of great importance for the entire food chain.
In 1999 K-retailer stores were divided into six chains altogether: Rimi stores, K-extra
stores, K-neighbourhood stores, K-market stores, K-supermarket stores, and Citymarket
hypermarkets. Each chain has its own business idea and its own business strategy.
Table 2 shows the number of stores in each K-chain as well as the sales of each chain in
1999.
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Table 2: K-stores and their sales in 1999 (Kesko1999, 80; A.C. Nielsen 2001).
Chain No. of
stores
Sales,
FIM mill.
(incl. VAT)
Sales,
EUR mill.
(incl. VAT)
Of these chain types, Rimi stores represent small discount stores situated in large
suburban areas. K-neighbourhood stores are small grocery stores within city areas, and
K-extra stores are also small, both of these with less than 400 m2 of floor space.
K-supermarkets are located in suburbs and their size varies between 400 and 1000 m2. K-
superstores are big supermarkets (1000-2499 m2) in city areas or in large municipalities.
Finally, the biggest stores are the Citymarket hypermarkets (>2500 m2), in which Kesko
is responsible for non-food sales and the K-retailers for food retailing. The respondents in
this study represent Rimi stores, K-neighbourhood stores, K-supermarkets, K-superstores
and Citymarkets. There were no interviewees from the K-extra stores, because there were
very few of these stores in the capital area at the time of the interviews. At that time,
most of the K-extra stores were small stores in the countryside or in densely populated
rural areas, whereas nowadays they are more like convenience stores in central city areas.
2.4  Research on grocery stores
Kesko Group’s grocery retailers have been a subject of research previously as well, but
this is the first time that the focus is on the business family or the household of the
K-retailer. Perhaps the most important earlier research related to the problem area of this
study is Mannermaa’s  (1989) report on the subjective autonomy experienced by the
retailers in a cooperation group. Mannermaa (1989, 31) studied the cooperation between
K-retailers in the 1980s when it was not yet so standardized as it now is in the chain
system. The aim of his research was to understand the autonomy of a small business
operating in a cooperation network or group. By interviewing the retailers he found the
existence of an unofficial set of norms defining what a “good retailer” should not do.
These norms did not give any specific rules, but there were some commonly accepted
principles, such as:
• Don’t make a loss.
• Do not criticize those who work at Kesko.
Rimi stores 45      407.31 68.50
K-mobile stores 56      140.20 23.58
K-extra stores 397   1,775.38 298.60
K-neighbourhood stores 309   2,915.66 490.38
K-supermarkets 232   5,335.46 897.36
K-superstores 89   5,468.73 919.77
Citymarket hypermarkets 39   6,747.73 1,134.89
Other K-grocery stores 129      483.35 81.29
Total 1,296 23,273.82 3,914.37
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• You yourself cannot own the premises of your store.
• Always be honest.
• Don’t use your store store’s money for your private expenses, etc.
The regulations told the grocer how to behave if he/she wanted to be a “good retailer”
and earn the respect of those working at Kesko or of the other retailers in the K-Alliance
(Mannermaa 1989, 85).
According to Mannermaa, a retailer’s status is the “position” as the retailer him/herself
sees it in the K-Alliance, defined by how he/she experiences:
1)  his/her freedom to operate as a retailer in his/her store (operational
freedom),
2)  his/her bargaining position as a client of the central organization, and
3)  his/her control as a founder and owner of the central organization.
Whether the retailer sees his/her status as good or bad depends on his/her experiences in
all these dimensions. The order of priority between these dimensions differs for different
persons and also varies according to the current stage of their career. Mannermaa defines
operational freedom as a dimension of the retailer’s freedom of operation in the store,
that is, the freedom to make his/her own decisions. In this dimension, the central
organization is the party that attempts to influence the other’s decisions. Thus, the central
organization is the subject and the retailer the object in the relationship between the
central organization and the retailer. (Mannermaa 1989, 169.)
 According to Mannermaa (1989, 122), the operational freedom experienced by the
retailer is not based on some external impulse but on the retailer’s own will. Although the
fundamental nature of the retailer status is different in the various dimensions, a common
feature is the way the retailer feels his/her will is implemented. The status and
operational freedom of the retailer is good if he/she can implement his/her will. The
retailer’s status, thus, is a relative concept. Implementation of a person’s will, however,
means different things depending on the dimension.
 
 The bargaining position is related to the joint decisions of the central organization and
the retailer, in which both parties are subjects who can influence these decisions. In this
dimension, the retailer is a client of the central organization which does the negotiating
on the conditions of purchase or lease. Here the retailer operates outside his/her “own
decision-making domain” (Mannermaa 1989, 169).
 
In the control dimension, the retailer is the party who influences the basic decision of the
other party and functions outside his/her own decision-making domain. Here the retailer
acts as a founder or owner of the central organization and attempts to influence the
actions of the K-Alliance as the retailers’ representative in various administrative bodies
and committees. The central organization is the actor that implements its will within its
own domain. (Mannermaa 1989, 169.)
Other research in this field includes Home’s (1989) dissertation, in which he focused on
small rural grocery stores in sparsely populated areas. His data consisted of 113 stores
representing both the private and the cooperative sector. The study compared grocery
stores that had closed down with those that continued their operations.
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Moreover, the study by Home and Niilola (1997) showed the importance of retail chain
cooperation as a success factor of neighbourhood stores. Home (1999) has also examined
the relations between consumers and grocery stores in rural areas. His objective was to
find new information about consumer purchasing behaviour which could be used to
improve the competitiveness of rural grocery stores. In fact, there are a number of studies
of the grocery market from the viewpoint of consumer purchasing behaviour. These
include the research by Raijas (1997) on the consumer’s choice of grocer’s shop, by
Marjanen (1997) on the effect of store distance on the consumer’s choice of store, and by
Uusitalo (1998) on consumers’ perceptions of grocery stores.
K-retailers were also the subject of Hyvönen’s (1990) dissertation. Her interest was on
integration in vertical marketing systems, and on the power and contractual relationships
between wholesalers and retailers. Retailers’ perceptions of unfair principles in their
contractual relationship with the wholesaler were found to substantially decrease the
value of the joint transactions. If retailers feel that the agreement between them and the
chain organization is fair and that they can clearly gain some advantages from the
cooperation, they will accept it. However, if there are any negative experiences or
feelings of losing their independence, they will not be so satisfied. (Hyvönen 1990, 181).
Further, Åkerberg (1997) has examined the ways in which the chain influences the
position of K-retailers. Sillvan (1999), on the other hand, studied the articles dealing with
the retailers’ position in the chain organization, published in the in-house magazine of
Kesko Group. She noted that the retailers had to give up much of their independence
when operating in the chain organization, and found that the retailers were surprised at
how “chain-managed” the chains of Kesko actually were (Sillvan 1999, 66).
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3  A CONCEPTUAL APPROACH TO FAMILY
ENTREPRENEURSHIP
3.1 The household and the family
The aim of a household is to satisfy the needs of its members according to those
resources that the members possess or that the environment can provide. In addition, the
members of a household may have needs that can be satisfied outside the household, in
their work or in leisure activities, for example (Hallman 1990, 24, 52). Family resources,
on the other hand, refer to what a family has or what it can create to get what it wants
(Paolucci et al. 1977, 136). Resources can also be defined as the means that provide the
characteristics or properties capable of meeting the demands placed upon the family by
its goals and by outside events. These resources may, thus, become available from
productive activities internal to the family system or through interaction with other
systems. In either case, the available resources are those that individuals or families own
or over which they have control, and may be classified as either human or material
resources (Deacon and Firebaugh 1988, 9).
Household or family functions can be seen as sets of everyday activities essential to the
survival and enhancement of the family group. These functions include: 1) procreation,
or bearing of children; 2) socialization, or caring for and educating the family members
to function in the family and in other social systems; and 3) economic concerns,
transforming energy-matter into activities that are useful to family members or to the
larger society. (Paolucci et al. 1977, 136.) The functioning of the household is based on
both the individual and on the common resources of the household members (Hallman
1991, 46). According to Haverinen (1996, 11-13), the functioning of the household
means a target-oriented process in which material and human interaction are intertwined.
The basic target of the household is the management of everyday life. Haverinen
suggests that this can also be considered to mean the same thing as resource
management. Parsons and Bales (1955, 16) defined the two basic functions of the family
as primary socialization of children so that they can truly become members of the society
into which they have been born, and the stabilization of the adult personalities of the
population of the society.
Sociologists and historians have generally treated the family as a unit, assuming that all
individuals within it are in a similar situation sharing similar resources and life-chances.
Feminist research has shown, however, that men and women, boys and girls, do not share
similar opportunities in life. Moreover, there are many inequalities within families, just
as there are inequalities between families (Gittins 1985, 2). The family is among the most
complex social systems in an increasingly complex society. It is an interdependent unit
that can determine its own actions and goals but also interacts with its environment.
Family and work organizations are good examples of open systems as they are involved
in elaborate interchanges with their social environments. The complexity of these two
systems comes from their numerous subsystems, organizational cultures, informal
interpersonal networks, and instrumental aspects. For instance, in their household the
family members engage in instrumental work activities, have their particular subcultures,
perform tasks of socialization, and bind people to society (Bell and Vogel 1960; Kahn et
al. 1964 ref. Piotrkowski 1979, 14; Deacon and Firebaugh 1988, 5; Hallman 1990, 24,
Varjonen 1991, 35). As an open system the family must also be resilient and adaptable to
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change (Compton and Hall 1972, 10). In the case of entrepreneurial families the
complexity is even more obvious because the family enterprise brings along its own
subsystems, networks, culture, etc., into the family organization or family system.
3.2 Approaches to household and family research
The theoretical approach of this study is grounded on the approaches that are briefly
described in the next sections. One of the most important of these is systems thinking,
which has played a major role in family and household research within the past few
decades. All the other approaches described here also have their roots in systems theory.
These other theories that have contributed to the approach of this study include family
resource management, the human ecology theory (Paolucci et al. 1977; Deacon and
Firebaugh 1988; Goldsmith 1996), and the Hestian/Hermean approach (Thompson
1992).
3.2.1 Systems thinking
According to systems thinking, any phenomenon has to be examined as a whole.
Phenomena are seen as systems, interrelated with each other and with their environments.
The pieces of a system cannot be examined alone in order to get a general impression of
the whole phenomenon by connecting the pieces together again. The principle underlying
systems theory is that the whole is greater than the sum of its parts. (Hallman 1990, 18-
21; Sontag and Bubolz 1996, 17, 34; Thompson 1992, 98; Olson 1993, 104; Turkki 1999,
71.) Wholeness is a key characteristic of any system, because systems have properties or
behaviours that cannot be derived from the component parts themselves when considered
in isolation. Rather, these emerge from their specific arrangement in a particular system
and from the transactions among the parts enabled only by that arrangement (Whitchurch
and Constantine 1993, 329). Also, since individuals and families are part of larger
behavioural and environmental systems, it makes sense to view them as parts of the
whole rather than as isolated units. The family is an open system, because it is in constant
interrelation with its environment. The family system is a holistic concept with a totality
that cannot be adequately captured by concentrating only on the individuals involved and
a summation of given interactions (Deacon and Firebaugh 1988, 16, 23, 27).
A complex system consists of smaller systems (subsystems) and is embedded in larger
systems (suprasystems). For example, the husband-wife subsystem is located within the
family system, which, in turn, is within a community suprasystem, a nation suprasystem,
and so on. This interconnectedness of systems is the reason why family management is
no longer limited to the infrastructure of the home; theorists realize that decisions made
at home ultimately affect the community, the country, and the world, and vice versa.
(Goldsmith 1996, 28; Sontag and Bubolz 1996, 21; Whitchurch and Constantine 1993,
331-332.)
Several models concerning the family were developed during the 1980s and 1990s by
researchers or therapists with a systems perspective. The Circumplex model on marital
and family systems, described by Olson (1993), bridges the gaps that typically exist
between research, theory, and practice. This model has three dimensions – namely,
family cohesion, family flexibility, and family communication.
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Family cohesion is defined as the emotional bonding that family members have toward
one another. Some of the specific concepts or variables that can be used to measure
family cohesion are emotional bonding, boundaries, coalitions, time, space, friends,
decision-making, interests, and recreation. There are four levels of cohesion, ranging
from disengaged (very low) to separated (low to moderate) to connected (moderate to
high) to enmeshed (very high). Balanced couple and family systems (separated and
connected types) tend to be more functional. Family flexibility is the amount of change in
its leadership, role relationships, and relationship rules. A variety of concepts have been
taken from several social science disciplines to describe couples and families on this
dimension. Apart from the role relationships and relationship rules, these include
leadership (control, discipline) and negotiation styles. The four levels of flexibility range
from rigid (very low) to structured (low to moderate) to flexible (moderate to high) to
chaotic (very high). Again, balanced couple and family systems (structured and flexible
types) tend to be more functional over time. Family communication is the third
dimension in the Circumplex model and is considered a facilitating dimension. Family
communication is measured by focusing on the family as a group with regard to listening
skills, speaking skills, self-disclosure, clarity, continuity tracking, and respect and regard.
Balanced systems tend to have very good communication, whereas extreme systems tend
to have poor communication. (Olson 1993, 104-108.)
Figure 5: Circumplex model: Couple and family map (Olson 1993, 106).
One way to consider the Circumplex model of marital and family systems is by means of
a descriptive map of couple and family relationships. Olson (1993, 109) uses a “couple
map” to describe 16 types of marriages and a “family map” to describe 16 types of
families (see Figure 5). Couples or families can be evaluated according to their location
on the map (balanced, mid-range, or extreme). Four of the alternatives are balanced
types: separated or connected on the cohesion dimension, and structured or connected on
the flexibility dimension.
A family in harmony (working together in a healthy balance) will merge to create a work
environment that is harmonious, whereas a family in dis-ease will merge to create a work
environment in dis-ease. The word “dis-ease” is distinctly different from the word
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“disease”. The latter refers to unfavourable physical health, whereas the former indicates
the social discomfort and emotional distress experienced by individuals who are
confused, conflicted, or confined by their thoughts, feelings, and behaviours. A family
that is able to overcome its emotional unrest will prosper in a work environment that has
overcome a pervasive feeling of being ill at ease and can begin to focus its energies on
growing a business. (Pickàrd 1999, 5.)
Inputs such as time, money, equipment, and information are often required from families
to achieve outputs such as services, goods, behaviours by family members, or states of
emotional being or meaning. Throughput consists of the process by which the inputs are
combined to achieve the outputs. (Beutler et al. 1988, 269; Whitchurch and Constantine
1993, 333.) Systems researchers are much less concerned with input or output variables
than with the ongoing family processes: their emphasis is more on the process and less
on the product. Moreover, systems thinking promotes a cyclical rather than a linear
cause-effect perspective on relationships between events and phenomena. (Thompson
1992, 101; Whitchurch and Constantine 1993, 330.) According to Thompson (1992,
102), the major contribution of systems thinking is its potential to neutralize and de-
genderize the private/public spheres and to afford both a “new way of seeing” and a “new
way of communicating” a multiplicity of events occurring simultaneously in the ecology
of everyday life.
According to Deacon and Firebaugh (1988, 6, 29), the management of individuals and
families relates equally to home management, family management, personal
management, or family resource management.  Family resource management has a
fundamental role in helping families meet and alter the increasing complexities with
which they are faced. Household management is the process of using the resources of the
household to attain its goals through planning and taking the steps necessary to meet
these goals. A crucial part of the management process is the allocation of resources for
the appropriate goals. Another way to express this idea is to say that management is the
process of using what one has to get what one wants. Resource recognition is the
realization of the skills, talents, and materials that the household possesses. (Goldsmith
1996, 4, 79; Hallman1990, 31.) The management process as such involves thinking,
action, and results. Although household management is practical, it is not necessarily
simplistic. It becomes complex because the choices of the individuals and the family are
constrained by limited resources. Each individual has his or her own resource mix,
attitudes, talents, and skills that are brought to bear on situations. Management, therefore,
has to be viewed within the context of the greater life environment, which is constantly
changing (Goldsmith 1996, 5). Household management consists of more than merely the
economic management of resources to produce a high standard of living through
consumption. According to Touliatos and Compton (1988, 37), management should have
as its end goal the encouragement of self-factualization of individuals and families.
Beyond having, the focus should be on being, on providing an environment that will help
each individual reach his or her full potential.
The management process begins with a problem, need, want, or goal which has to be
identified. Once identified, the individual or family moves to the second step, which is
the clarification of values. The third step involves identifying the available resources.
Deciding, planning, and implementing comprise the fourth step in the process. In the fifth
step, the goals are accomplished or fulfilled and the process as a whole is evaluated.
Then, the information returns to the system and enables the individual’s overall
management knowledge and ability to grow. (Goldsmith 1996, 5-7.)
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Each person has his or her own management style, or characteristic way of making
decisions and acting. Various factors (history, biology, culture, personality, technology,
etc.) influence the individual’s management style. But the field of resource management
is even broader than these influences suggest. (Goldsmith 1996, 10-12.)  It can be either
an individual or a group activity. Life management, on the other hand, encompasses all
the decisions a person or family will make, and the way their values, goals, and use of
resources affects their decision-making. It includes all the goals, events, situations, and
decisions that make up their lifestyle. Life management, thus, is a holistic approach that
looks at management as a process that evolves over an entire life span. (Goldsmith 1996,
13.)
The study of household management is a combination of theory, concepts, technique,
research, and practice. There is not only one management theory or framework; instead,
management is an interdisciplinary field that borrows concepts and theories from related
disciplines (Goldsmith 1996, 25). Much of a household’s decision-making is shaped by
the environmental settings in which the family functions. These environments either
constrain this decision-making or offer opportunities for the family. Because the
physiological and the psychological makeup of the family members differ, as do the
environments in which they interact, it becomes essential to view decision-making from
an ecological perspective. (Paolucci et al. 1977, 1.)
3.2.2 The ecosystem approach
The family is an example of an ecosystem: a group of organisms interacting with each
other and with their environment (Compton and Hall 1972, 10; Touliatos and Compton
1988, 37). The ecosystem approach is useful because it emphasizes the interaction
between families and the conditions that surround them. A change in a single component
of the family ecosystem impacts the other parts (Goldsmith 1996, 34). Thus, in a
structural-analytical examination of a given phenomenon, the interest is not only in the
external but also the internal parts of the system: in its structure or in the interaction of
elements inside the system. The system has always to be outlined from its environment;
on the other hand, systems differ with respect to how open they are with regard to their
interaction with their environments (Hallman 1990, 18-21).
Human beings, their environment, and the interactions between them are the three central
organizing concepts that compose the human ecosystem (Deacon and Firebaugh 1988,
28). According to Paolucci et al. (1977, 16-19), the basic elements of the family
ecosystem are: 1) organisms (family members), 2) environments (natural and human-
built), and 3) the family organization, which transform energy in the form of information
into family decisions and actions.
The family depends on its environment and various external systems, and vice versa.
External systems refer to all the units functioning outside the family – units that, as part
of the environment, interact with the family directly or affect it indirectly (Deacon and
Firebaugh 1988, 28). The micro-environment provides the immediate setting for the
family system: the physical and social surroundings of the family or household. Families
and individuals depend on businesses, all levels of government, churches, and other
community groups that constitute the micro-environment. The micro-environment
presents the living context within which families carry out their day-to-day activities and
personal social interchanges – their more proximate habitats and social networks.
(Deacon and Firebaugh 1988, 28-38)
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The macro-environment provides the larger societal mechanisms and settings. Included
are the sociocultural, political, economic, and technological systems and the natural and
built environments supportive of societal processes. Many family resources originate in
the macro-environment in the form of matter and energy, which are then altered by
society and families into the forms they need. The macro-environment is divided into two
parts: 1) societal systems and 2) natural or structured systems. Societal systems form a
significant part of the ecosystem of the family. They surround the micro-environment and
provide comprehensive systems of interchange to meet individual and family needs.
Information, goods, and varied services are constantly exchanged with these related
societal systems: sociocultural, political, economic and technological. Moreover, societal
systems like the family interact in a physical setting. Natural or structured systems refer
to the physical and biological surroundings within which the related societal systems
function. Such systems include space, structured as buildings and highways, natural
space such as parks and wilderness areas, and accompanying biological systems such as
marine, plant, and animal life.  (Deacon and Firebaugh 1988, 28-38.)
An ecosystem approach to viewing family decision-making forces us to look both at the
persons involved in the decision-making process and the conditions that surround them.
The character of a family is significantly different from that of its individual members.
The family is viewed as a set of mutually interdependent organisms: intimate,
transacting, and interrelated persons who share some common goals, resources, and a
commitment to one another that extends over time. It is a corporate unit having symbiotic
relationships. Its unit character (value system and cyclic development) differs from the
characteristics of its individual members. On the other hand, the environment, defined
broadly, includes anything external to the family that may affect it. The central task of
the family organization is to decide how the family members will use the available
resources. Through continuous, dynamic choice and management processes the family
acts upon the near environment, and the near environment acts on the family. The
environment is the source of family resources vital to the survival of the family. The
family organization then transforms these resources into useful forms for family
consumption. By processing information from its environment, it coordinates the
activities of the family members for the achievement of some common goal by dividing
the tasks among the family members and delegating the authority and responsibility for
seeing that these tasks are carried out and family purposes achieved. The family
organization is the processing system that transforms matter-energy and information and
directs it toward family goal achievement. (Paolucci et al. 1977, 16-19.)
Some of the concepts derived from the general systems theory are appropriate for
studying living systems and can be used to describe and understand a human ecosystem
such as a family system (Sontag and Bubolz 1996, 20). In their study on family farms,
Sontag and Bubolz (1996, 42-45) suggest three organizing concepts of the human
ecosystem – humans, their environment, and the interaction between them – as forming
the basis for the conceptualization of the family-farm ecosystem. Their aim was to
describe and understand the relationships among the technical, economic, social, and
human factors in farm and household management and production in that ecosystem.
The basic research question underlying their investigation was: How does the family-
farm ecosystem function? They employed general systems concepts to describe its
structure and operation, seeing the family as an open system engaged in reciprocal
interaction with a complex environment. Family composition, lifecycle, and role
allocation define the structure of the family and influence both its internal relationships
and its external relationships with the environment. Operating on the basis of its values,
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the family sets goals to meet its needs with the available resources. The environment is a
multidimensional context for the family’s lifestyle, activities, and experiences. The
outcomes of the family-farm ecosystem are conceptualized as assessments of the levels
of the quality of life, quality of the environment, income adequacy and material
wellbeing, and human resource development. The family itself assesses the operation of
the family-farm ecosystem in relation to its goals and determines the outcomes of its
actions. The functioning of the ecosystem is a dynamic process of cyclical and seasonal
movement through time and space as the family develops and adapts, as its individual
members grow and change, and as environments are transformed. Thus, the family, the
farm, and other components of the environment comprise an integrated ecosystem.
(Sontag and Bubolz 1996, 42-43.)
Systems theory has been the dominant influence on family resource management in the
past few decades, but the application of economic theory has recently attracted renewed
attention. Economic theory assumes that individuals seek to maximize their satisfaction
by the decisions they make, and that individuals are rational and will act in their own
self-interest.  This theory has a variety of sub-theories, one of which is optimization.
Optimization means obtaining the best result, such as maximizing profits for a business
or satisfaction for a household (Goldsmith 1996, 36). In family entrepreneurship these
two goals have to be achieved at the same time, which makes the situation sometimes
difficult. Economic theory cannot easily be applied to family entrepreneurship, because
in many situations entrepreneurs are not rational and cannot act in their own self-interest.
It is not easy to differentiate between what is in the interest of the entrepreneur, what is in
the interest of the enterprise, and what is in the interest of the family. This study
examines how entrepreneurs are able to manage their own life and the life of their
families in this complex situation.
Tinker (1995) has introduced the concept of “micro-entrepreneurship” in a global
connection. According to her, the economic principles that undergird development
programmes for large free-market enterprises presume values and motivation that
frequently are at odds with those practiced by micro-entrepreneurs both in developing
and in developed countries. Indeed, while large free-market enterprises consider profit-
making and growth to be the very essence of entrepreneurship, micro-enterprises focus
rather on family subsistence needs. Tinker argues that the problem lies with the dominant
economic value system, not the micro-entrepreneurs, and calls for a paradigm shift to a
more human economy. Micro-enterprises constitute alternative systems of income
production operating on the principle of a “human economy”, a contemporary adaptation
of James C. Scott’s “moral economy”. Moral economy identifies as a significant source
of security and welfare in peasant precapitalist societies the obligation of better-endowed
community members to take care of the needier ones, implying that the entire village
collectivity as well as patron-client relationships can – and should – fulfil such function.
Tinker also claims that men are being drawn away from the mutual support system into a
world of individual pursuit of profit and happiness, while women, left behind with their
children, struggle to maintain themselves and their families in a human economy. (Tinker
1995, 25-39.)
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3.2.3  The Hestian/Hermean paradigm
Thompson (1992) presents the Hestian/Hermean paradigm (Figure 6) that allows us to
shift perspective in our mental universe without a comparable shift in our gender
universe. This shift in perspective will bring both the “female world” and the “male
world” into sharper focus. The Hestian domestic domain can be viewed as a private,
caring domain where all the interrelated activities demanded by nurturance are integrated
at a personal level. The Hermean civic domain can be viewed as a controlling domain
where all the interrelated activities demanded by governance are integrated at an
impersonal level. Neither domain is limited to a single sex, and both sexes are caught in
the tensions that exist between them. The Hestian/Hermean metaphor goes beyond
gender. As females and males live both in the private Hestian domain and the public
Hermean domain, they must learn to use their intelligence to function effectively in both.
(Thompson 1992, 34-35.) Two systems of human action model the paradigm, depicting
two spatially differentiated and socially constructed domains of activity that serve
different human purposes and interests.
The Hestian domain is the domain of domestic economy. Its goal is to maintain stability
and provide nurturance and survival to a human group. It exists in primary relation to the
planetary ecosystem and interacts with systems external to it. Hestian activities begin
with birth, or even before birth, and continue over the human life span. The basic social
unit occupying the Hestian domain is the family. The family is an ecosystem, a life-
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Figure 6: Two systems of human action (Thompson 1992, 100).
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support system for its members within the planetary ecosystem. Individuals, families, and
other groups experience as “primary”, “vital”, or “basic” such demands that refer to their
physical, mental, social, emotional and spiritual needs. But as human beings, we must
survive with joy, meaning and satisfaction. We as humans are concerned with the quality
of life and the standard of living our efforts produce. Household work (not housework)
involves numerous Hestian activities that people engage in for their own wellbeing or for
the wellbeing of their families and communities. Managing these myriad interrelated,
interdependent, and interconnected demands in the ecology of everyday life was the task
of oikonomeia in ancient times and is the task of household resource management today
as well. (Thompson 1992, 106.)
The Hermean domain is the domain of governance and political economy. The goal of
the Hermean system is to maintain public life and public order, that is, to manage broad-
based social change. Hermean systems of action serve to maintain patriarchal control and
power in the public world, which began as the privileged space of the polis. The
Hermean system is maintained through subsystems exercising bureaucratic control over
the resources essential to maintain Hestian needs. The Hermean system simultaneously
throughputs its own inputs, which it outputs to the Hestian system as inputs, and vice
versa. Feedback loops link the two systems. Matters affecting the quality of life of
individuals and families involve feedback loops from the Hestian to the Hermean and
back to the Hestian domain. When outputs from the Hermean system (laws, policies, or
regulations) are input to the Hestian system, there will be effects on women, men,
children, and families alike. (Thompson 1992, 103, 107)
According to Thompson (1992, 155 and 175) the Hestian/Hermean paradigm provides a
nonsexist alternative to positivist science, which has become the preserve of rationalist
rigidity. The goal of a comfortable life with aesthetic and ethical meaning is not reached
by mastering the traditional disciplines alone. Personal life does not manage itself any
more than does public life. Human beings must do the everyday work of fixing fuses,
detecting water leaks, changing linen or tyres, and keeping up with things in general.
Wires do not re-connect, linen or tyres do not change themselves, chicken soup does not
make itself, clothing and dishes do not rearrange themselves after being automatically
washed, and children do not become civilized adults without parenting. Admittedly,
repetitious tasks can become onerous. But they are ineluctable and important parts of
being human. Thompson sums up that the Hestian world, where invisible connections are
made day by day, makes up a person’s whole life.
Thompson does not see that the Hestian/Hermean is a gender-bound division, but instead,
that a person’s whole life contains both life spheres. Jennings (1993), on the other hand,
argues that what is separate is rarely – if ever – equal. And as long as our culture is
clearly dualistic and gendered, we cannot talk about equality.
3.3 Entrepreneurship and family entrepreneurship
The main tools of a paradigm are its theories and its empirical methods. Included in its
theories are concepts and models deducted with these concepts, as well as predictions
made with these models. Included in its methods are variables, instruments to measure
these variables, populations on which these measurements are made, and analytical
techniques that are used to interpret the measurements. (Bygrave 1989, 12.) All
researchers recognize the importance of definitions, but entrepreneurship scholars have
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been embroiled in a never-ending debate over the definition of an “entrepreneur”. In the
1970s and 1980s, researchers devoted a significant amount of effort attempting to obtain
a definition for the term. By 1990, most researchers had come to the realization that a
single definition of the term was not going to be widely accepted. (Brockhaus 1994.) In
the absence of a universally accepted scientific definition of an entrepreneur, every
researcher is obligated to state clearly what is meant when the term is used (Bygrave and
Hofer 1991, 13; Brochaus 1994). According to Lintunen (2000, 11) the context in which
the concept of the entrepreneur emerges determines the content of its meaning. This
section contains a brief glimpse into the history of the concept of entrepreneurship, and
presents some statements that must be considered in deciding what is meant by
entrepreneurship in this study.
Since Say coined the term “entrepreneurship” almost 200 years ago there has been total
confusion over the definitions of “entrepreneur” and “entrepreneurship” (Ducker 1986,
19). The development of the theory of entrepreneurship has a variable history: though no
consensus of opinion regarding the definition of entrepreneurship has been reached, a
certain development trend can be detected, even if much of the mythology of the concept
still persists (Kovalainen 1989, 91). Perhaps the earliest attempt to invest the concept of
entrepreneurship with some economic content can be found in the works of the 18th
century French writer, Bernard F. de Belidor, who defined entrepreneurship as buying
labour and materials at uncertain prices and selling the resultant product at contracted
prices (Gopakumar 1995, 2). One of the first economists to discuss entrepreneurship was
Richard Cantillon, who in his book, published posthumously in 1755, defined the
entrepreneur as a risk taker and supplier for a demand (Kovalainen 1989, 83; Ogbor
2000, 615). In contrast to de Belidor, he described the entrepreneur as one who buys at a
certain price to sell again at an uncertain price, the difference being the entrepreneur’s
profit or loss. Cantillon’s definition is very broad, but the unique characteristic of his
entrepreneur is foresight and the confidence to operate under conditions of uncertainty
(Binks and Vale, 1990, 10; Jennings 1994, 43).
In 1911 Joseph A. Schumpeter  presented the modern version of the entrepreneur as
someone who destroys the economic order by introducing new products, new methods of
production, new ways of organizing, and new raw materials (Bygrave 1989, 12; Tuttle
1994, 63). Schumpeter kept alive the idea of the significance of entrepreneurship in
achieving economic growth and development, at the very same time as entrepreneurship
was accorded no role at all in the core of mainstream microeconomic theorizing (Kirzner
1994, 47-50; Haahti 1987, 8). Schumpeter defined entrepreneurship within a broad
economic context, noting that entrepreneurship involves any form of innovation that has
bearing on the welfare of the firm. The key issues in Schumpeterian thinking is that
entrepreneurship, whether in old or new firms, is what allows businesses to survive and
prosper in an ever-changing economic environment. (Cornwall and Perlman 1990, 4).
The theoretical literature describing entrepreneurship is a “complex labyrinth” that
includes many different frameworks, as Haahti (1987, 2-4) has pointed out, concluding:
“An entrepreneur is not an investor nor an administrator nor an owner, nor necessarily a
creative person or a risk-bearer, nor a manager, even though he may assume any of those
roles. He is basically a person who sees a market opportunity and continuously attempts
to exploit it to create consumable values by combining necessary resources. There is a
constant search for change in terms of quantitatively measurable growth or qualitative
change in the values offered. This definition is not easy to operationalize, but it
synthesizes the central viewpoints of entrepreneurship in economic discussions.” Haahti
(1987, 14.)
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Burch (1986, 4) presents a practical definition that can easily be used when considering
the role of an entrepreneur. He sees an entrepreneur as one who undertakes a venture,
organizes it, raises the capital to finance it, and assumes responsibility for the whole or a
major portion of the risk. A person who invests in this kind of undertaking is called a
venture capitalist. Entrepreneurs bring to the deal their talent, product-service venture
ideas, know-how, and usually some of their own money. The venture capitalist provides
risk capital, which can be start-up or seed capital or first-, second- or third-round
financing. If it is start-up capital that the venture capitalist furnishes, then both parties
launch a business venture that they hope and believe will produce large returns.
According to Johannisson (1992, 156), up until the 1970s entrepreneurs were basically
looked upon as promoters of innovations which creatively disrupted the existing order in
the marketplace. Johannisson notes that in the postmodern era their mission seems to be
as much a question of bringing order to chaotic realities. Most studies and textbooks
consider the entrepreneur to be an economic actor with the function to introduce more
efficient ways to use the available physical and financial resources for existing or new
ends.
Gopacumar (1995, 14) states that though the entrepreneurial function in society is as old
as the institutions of barter and exchange, the concept of entrepreneurship has always
been “mysterious”. The entrepreneur is seen as risk-taker, decision-maker, organizer or
coordinator, innovator, employer of factors of production, arbitrageur, and allocator of
resources for alternative uses (Gopacumar 1995, 14). In all these roles the entrepreneur is
an important actor in society, but nevertheless – and despite the fact that the concept has
attracted some great economists of our times – no significant formulations have as yet
emerged on the theoretical frontiers. Therefore, it is up to each researcher to define his or
her own concept of entrepreneurship and find the theories that provide some explanations
to it. Entrepreneurship is a multidimensional concept, which is sometimes used as a
slogan in attempts to solve problems like unemployment or efficiency in individual
firms. Its definition cannot be separated from the situation or the context: the sector of
business, size of the firm, age or development stage of the firm, and ownership all affect
what is understood by entrepreneurship and in what form it occurs in the firm’s
organizational culture. It is not possible to describe “good” or “bad” entrepreneurship.
Since entrepreneurship is a way of thinking or acting, it is always individual in terms of a
given firm. (Aaltio-Marjosola 1997, 24.)
There are several ways to make typologies of entrepreneurs according to certain
characteristics (Lampela-Kivistö 2000, 83; Katila 2000, 17). People become
entrepreneurs for various reasons and may stress different areas in their business or
concentrate on different kinds of jobs in the enterprise (Lampela-Kivistö 2000, 85). The
entrepreneurs in this study can be regarded as rather homogeneous due to the very similar
type of retail store they are engaged in. Of course, they have their own personal
characteristics, but at the operational level there are certain similarities in the way each
type of K-retail store in each chain is managed. Scase and Goffee (1982, 23-27) divide
entrepreneurs into four main types. Self-employers do not officially employ any other
persons, but they exploit their families and private property as resources. They are
interested in their own job satisfaction instead of expanding their business. Small
employers themselves work in the business and also take care of personnel matters and
financing. They, too, are dependent on the help of their family members. Controlling
owners, according to this classification, do not work together with their paid labour, but
take care of the administration and management of the business. Unpaid family members
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do not play any major role in this kind of enterprise. Owner-managers have a business
which is too big in size for them to take responsibility for the whole management or
control of the business themselves. Management and responsibility can in this case be
delegated to a managing director or other persons.
Carland et al. (1984) argue that although there is considerable overlap between small
business and entrepreneurship, the concepts are not the same. All new ventures are not
necessarily entrepreneurial by nature. Entrepreneurial firms may begin at any size level
but they key to growth over time. Some new small firms may grow, but many will
remain small businesses for their whole organizational lifetimes. The critical factor that
Carland et al. propose for distinguishing entrepreneurs from non-entrepreneurial
managers – and small-business owners, in particular – is innovation. But the debate over
who is an entrepreneur and what entrepreneurship is may, indeed, be never-ending.
Instead of precise definitions it may be more useful to think about what entrepreneurs
actually do.
Jennings (1994, 154) examines the question from the process viewpoint: an individual
who creates an organization as an entrepreneur takes on other roles in each stage of the
process – as innovator, manager, small-business owner, division vice-president, etc. As
long as we adhere to a behavioural approach and view entrepreneurship as something one
does and not who one is, we can more effectively avoid the related definitional
dilemmas.
3.4 Defining “family entrepreneurship” and “family enterprises”
There is no one single type of family business. An older generation, a younger
generation, siblings, extended family, in-laws, and non-family members may all play an
integral part in an enterprise. People may move in and out of involvement, with varying
levels of interaction and commitment (Weigel and Ballard-Reisch 1997, 8). Considering
the long-standing importance of the family firm in economies at every stage of
development, there is surprisingly little economic literature on the subject. Economists
tend to identify family firms with small and medium-size enterprises, even though many
large firms, too, are family-controlled (Casson 1999, 10). Indeed, not all family firms are
small, yet many small firms are family firms. Small firms are distinctive in comparison
with larger firms, and this distinctiveness stems from the coalescence of ownership and
management. The management of small firms can be described as personalized, because
these firms are often owned by a single owner-manager. The distinctiveness also results
from the more limited resource base that small firms have compared with larger firms,
together with their different relationships with various actors in their external
environment – customers, suppliers, sources of finance, etc. Small firms also have greater
flexibility, which can include a more ready responsiveness to customer needs and more
flexibility in internal resource allocation. (Smallbone et al. 1997, 2.)
There is no exact definition of family entrepreneurship, but the concept is defined case by
case according to the context, that is, depending on the country, researcher, line of
business, or other circumstances (Paasio and Heinonen 1993, 8). A small business which
has an entrepreneur as the leader can be regarded as the prototype of an enterprise. Also,
we usually think of one person when we talk about an entrepreneur, although generally
there are more persons in the enterprise who can be treated as entrepreneurs. Family
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members or others who are closely involved with the enterprise or with its management
could just as well be called entrepreneurs (Vesala 1997, 247). In addition, the definition
depends on the purpose for which it is needed. In Finland there are several varied
definitions of the entrepreneur, used by the tax authorities, in insurance or in social
security, etc., such as:
1) The entrepreneur is in a managerial position in the firm and owns at
least 15 percent or the family* owns at least 30 percent of the firm
(incorporated company).
2) The entrepreneur works in firm and the family* owns 50 percent of
the firm (incorporated company).
3) The entrepreneur works like in cases 1) or 2) in another kind of firm
(not an incorporated company) in which the family* has control (=
family members make the decisions and own most of the company).
* Family = spouse, children or parents living in the same household.
According to the above criteria, very many individuals will be classified as entrepreneurs
even if they themselves do not consider themselves as such. So, though one member of
the family might own the business, the involvement of the other family members,
perhaps at low pay or no pay, makes it a family business and also makes the family
members entrepreneurs according to this classification (Livermore 1996 ref. Hennon et
al. 1998).
Luostarinen and Hellman (1994, 2) define a family enterprise as a firm in which one
family controls more than 50 percent and in which at least one member of the family sits
on the board of directors or the board of management. According to them, what is
important is that the family both owns and controls the firm. Casson (1999, 10) also
defines a family enterprise as one which is both owned and controlled by a family.
Accordingly, firms which are owned by a family but controlled entirely by professional
managers are not family businesses. This does not mean to imply that family ownership
per se is of no consequence. Firms that are owned by family trusts may, for example,
pursue very cautious investment policies because the managers are required to take
account of the fact that the family has concentrated all its risks in a single firm.
Nevertheless, the choice of definition does reflect the view that the effects of family
control are far more significant that the effects of family ownership, and that under
normal conditions family ownership is a necessary condition for the exercise of family
control (Alcorn (1982, 83).
Brockhaus (1994) and Westhead and Cowling (1998) have listed alternative definitions
of a family business which have been used in family-business research. There is a wide
difference of opinions, and it is unlikely that a common definition will be agreed upon in
the near future. Still, most definitions do recognize the importance of family ownership
and control. Some of the researchers expect the family to own at least 51 percent of the
share capital while others normally believe the family simply needs to be able to exert its
will in major decisions.
Ranging from the corner market to the large corporation, there is a long and rich tradition
of family ownership and involvement, especially in American business where over 90
percent of firms are family-owned (Kets de Vries 1992,5; Barrow and Brown 1993,
Timmons 1993, 283; Weigel and Ballard-Reisch 1997, 7; Astrachan and Kolenko 1994).
Also most of the firms in Western Europe are family-owned (Koiranen 1998, 9). The
families interviewed for this study (the retailer, his wife, his children and/or his parents)
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together owned 100 percent of their firm, and the retailer himself or together with his
wife had control over the business. In addition, Kesko’s chain organization participated
in the strategic planning of the firm.
3.5 Approaches to family entrepreneurship research
Despite the fact that entrepreneurship is what fuels our capitalistic economic system,
many economists simply assume away or discount entrepreneurs in their economic
models. Yet the long-term historical growth of our economy has come primarily from
thos people who have seen and exploited opportunities that create wealth and jobs.
(Cornwall and Perlman 1990, 4.) Apart from stressing the importance of entrepreneurship
in their speeches, politicians and policy makers are not much interested in
entrepreneurship in actual practice. This lack of interest in entrepreneurial and small-
business issues in our entire society has also been reflected in academic research, and the
field of entrepreneurial studies is surprisingly young. Within the disciplines of
management and economics, entrepreneurship and small-business research was hardly
considered at all until the late 1970s and early 1980s. But in recent years both the number
and sophistication of the studies has been growing steadily (Cooper and Gascón 1992,
302; Lanström and Huse 1996, 1; Brockhaus 1994).
After the Schumpeterian period (1883-1950), attention shifted from merely explaining
entrepreneurship to efforts to develop it. By the mid-1950s, behavioural scientists had
taken on the responsibility of the development of entrepreneurial and managerial
capabilities (Gopakumar 1995, 14). Still, although Schumpeter’s classic work was
written in the first decade of the 20th century, there was hardly any systematic empirical
research into entrepreneurship conducted for a long time. The first empirical
contributions appeared in the United States when McClelland published his book “The
Achieving Society” in 1961 (Bygrave 1989, 12). According to this approach,
entrepreneurial behaviour is dependent upon personal motivations, which in turn are
dependent on environmental characteristics. McClelland began to examine the issue from
a psycho-sociological perspective, asking why some societies at some points in time had
exhibited high economic and social growth (Stevenson and Jarillo 1990, 20). Several
other scholars have sought to discover precisely what universal psychological attributes
can identify “the entrepreneurial personality”. Goss (1991, 48) suggests that
entrepreneurial behaviour should be seen primarily as a function of an individual’s
personality traits, rather than as a direct response to the social environment.
Kyrö (1997, 227; 1998, 137-138) has recounted the story of entrepreneurship and the
development of the entrepreneurial paradigm as society evolved from a feudal society to
our postmodern society. Each era has produced its own models of entrepreneurship
according to its own specific needs, but the nature of entrepreneurship has remained the
same throughout the course of history. Entrepreneurship has always implied innovative,
holistic, risk-taking, and coordinating ways of behaviour; each era has only called
attention to new, emerging phenomena. Thus, time itself has produced three different
kinds of present-day entrepreneurship: 1) entrepreneurship in the small enterprise,
meaning the individual entrepreneur and his firm; 2) intrapreneurship, meaning an
organization’s collective behaviour; and 3) individual, self-oriented entrepreneurship,
meaning an individual’s self-oriented behaviour.
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Academic interest in family business is relatively recent, and the evolution of family-
business research has much in common with the development of entrepreneurship
research. The initial writers on the subject of family business were consultants to such
businesses, such as financial advisers or family therapists (Borckhaus 1994). When the
current research project was started in 1995-1996, there was no family entrepreneurship
tradition or discipline in Finland, and the research area was only just starting to develop
in our country. Since then, the volume of research on small businesses and self-
employment has grown considerably, both in Finland and elsewhere (Kovalainen 1993,
17). Also the field of family entrepreneurship research has developed further, and today
there are numerous Finnish study projects underway. This is partly due to the fact that
succession will soon be a topical problem in many family businesses in our country
(Koiranen 2000, 12).
Gender issues obviously play a role in a research field like family entrepreneurship.
Eriksson et al. (2001, 2) suggest there are two ways of dealing with entrepreneurship and
gender in this field. First, it is possible to consider entrepreneuring and entrepreneurship
as gender-neutral concepts. In this line of argument, entrepreneurship is a choice
available to all entrepreneurial individuals, whether they be women or men, young or old,
living in cities or in the countryside. On the other hand, as Eriksson et al. (2001, 2) point
out, several researchers argue that entrepreneurs and entrepreneurship are masculine
constructions. The majority of the actors (entrepreneurs and owners) in small-business
studies are men, and the related theoretical frameworks have been developed by male
researchers drawing on a culture of masculinity. Furthermore, it has been shown that the
interest in female entrepreneurs, in their way of doing business, their experiences and
interpretations, has been quite limited within small-business research in general. This line
of thinking produces a gender difference implicating that female entrepreneuring is
different from male entrepreneuring. Admittedly, the entrepreneurship focused on here is
also “masculine” in the sense that the K-retailers in this study are all men (according to
the K-Retailers’ Association about 80% of all K-retailers are men) but the viewpoint is
that of the entrepreneurial couple. It would also be very interesting to study women
retailers and their spouses, but that is not possible within the scope of this study.
Recent research close to the problem area of this research has primarily dealt with farm
families (Sontag and Bubolz 1996; Katila 2000; Timonen 2000). Moreover, in their study
on “copreneurs”, Peltomäki and Peltomäki (1998) applied the same kind of marital-
couple perspective as in this study. They interviewed six married entrepreneurial couples
and examined how the business affected their relationship. Some, though not all, of the
above-mentioned studies are briefly described or referred to in Chapter 6, in connection
with the analysis of the empirical data.
Family firms are a numerically significant group of businesses and make a major
contribution to wealth creation, job generation, and competitiveness (Westhead and
Cowling 1998). One of the main reasons why Ward and Aronoff (1995) consider family
enterprises as an important subject for study is because the majority of independent
businesses are, in fact, family-owned, and the owners of family businesses are likely to
be concerned with transferring the business to the next generation of family members.
Similarly, according to Lansberg (1988), a large number of the postwar business start-ups
that weathered the economic and organizational challenges of their entrepreneurial years
will be facing the exit of their founders, and the problem of succession and continuity of
family firms will acquire a greater significance in the very near future. Many diverse
aspects influence a family’s willingness to initiate and continue with an enterprise
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endeavour and affect the way the family and the enterprise conjointly function. A
sampling of these aspects is shown in Table 3 (Hennon et al. 1998, 248).
Table 3: Selected aspects of business-family functioning (Hennon et al. 1998, 248).
.
Important Aspects of Business-Family Functioning
• Gender roles
• Family’s division of labour and what work is recognized (domestic or paid that allows or assists
other family members to engage in entrepreneurial activities)
• Degree of flexibility in domestic and enterprising roles
• Family’s commitment to enterprising and exploitation of family labour
• Extent to which family and business roles are integrated.
• Degree of clarity or permeability of boundaries between family and business systems
• Triangulation issues such as people forming alliances and coalitions to exert power or influence
over others, or a third person becoming a mediator between two other family members.
• Communication patterns; not taking responsibility for one’s errors; power currencies (sources of
power or capacities of people that increase their chances of exerting control in a situation)
• Family and business internal climates
• How time, energy, and other resources are allocated
• Willingness  and desire  to spend time together; generative issues (having something to pass on to
future generations)
• Managerial styles
• Work-family spillover; agreement on goals
• Defining success for both the family and the business
The list shows there are many questions that a family must negotiate and decide on if
they have a business of their own. All of these would merit a separate study which could
render important data for developing family firms. The above aspects also contributed to
my “pre-understanding” in determining the themes of the interviews (Section 4.3).
3.5.1 The two-circle model of family business
Once family businesses began to be studied as systems, Tagiuri and Davis elaborated a
two-circle model of family firms in the early 1980s. The model held that family firms are
actually made up of two overlapping subsystems: the family and the firm. Each has its
own norms, membership rules, value sets, and organizational structures. Problems arise
because the same individuals have to fulfil obligations in both circles – as parents and as
professional managers. (Gersick et al. 1997, 5.)
Koskinen (1996, 12) points out that the entrepreneur, the enterprise, and the environment
operate in close interaction with each other. The central duty of the entrepreneur is to
keep contact with his/her environment and with the important arenas around him/her and
the enterprise. Koskinen (1996, 17) names five principal arenas of a small enterprise: that
of 1) the entrepreneur, 2) capital, 3) the market, 4) production, and 5) the immediate
environment of the entrepreneur (the numbers refer to Figure 7).
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The central concept of this study, the household-enterprise complex, is based on the two-
circle model and the interaction of the two overlapping systems – the household and the
enterprise.
3.5.2 The three-circle model of family business
According to Lansberg (1988), a family firm consists of four basic components: 1) the
family, 2) the owners, 3) the managers, and 4) people external to the firm. They all view
the firm from diverse perspectives. Family members often see it both as an important part
of the family’s identity and heritage and as a source of financial security that will enable
them to satisfy their lifestyle expectations. Managers see their careers as tied to the firm
and tend to regard the business as a vehicle for professional advancement and economic
achievement. Individuals can also belong to more than one group at the same time. It is
even possible for the same person to hold conflicting views about the ultimate goals of
the firm.
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1) The arena of the entrepreneur
2) The arena of capital
3) The arena of the market
4) The arena of  production
5) The arena of the immediate
environment of the entrepreneur
Figure 7: The arenas of a small enterprise (Koskinen 1996, 17).
Figure 8: Three-circle model of family business (Taguiri and Davis 1982;
Ward 1987; Lansberg 1988; Gersick et al. 1997, 6; McCracken 2000).
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The numbers in Figure 8 refer to the various sectors in the three-circle model of family
business. Sector 1 refers to those family members who are neither owners nor employees
in the family firm. Those external investors or shareholders who are neither family
members nor work for the firm are positioned in Sector 2. Those managers or employees
who work for the firm but are not members of the family nor owners in the company
belong in Sector 3. Those in Sector 4 are so-called inactive or passive owners, who own
shares but do not work for the firm. Sector 5 refers to owner-managers who are not
family members. Those family members who work in the firm but do not own any shares
are in Sector 6. Finally, those who are shareholders and family members and also work
for the firm are in Sector 7.
 
Gersick et al. (1997, 5) argue that many of the major dilemmas faced by family
enterprises have more to do with the distinction between the owners and the managers
than between the family and the business. For the past 15 years or so, the three-circle
model has been the primary conceptual model of family business. It views the family
firm as a complex system composed of three overlapping subsystems: ownership,
business, and family (Gersick et al. 1997, 6). The family dimension covers factors like
health, prosperity, continuity, participation, community role, communication, education,
values, goals, etc. The business dimension refers to the firm’s operations, financial
issues, employees, supplier and customer relationships, etc. The ownership dimension is
related to liquidity, capital allocation, assurance of succession, strategic direction,
financial performance, etc. (Aronoff and Ward 1996, 5 ref. Murray 2001.)
3.5.3 The three-dimensional developmental model of family business
In 1997 Gersick et al. proposed a developmental model to conceptualize the integration
of the lifecycles of the subsystems of ownership, family, and business in family
enterprises. They also identified the structural changes to be expected and planned for as
the subsystems progressed through their lifecycles (Dunn 1999, 2). By adding
development over time to the three-circle model, Gersick et al. worked out the three-
dimensional developmental model of family business.
To understand the model it is useful to be familiar with lifecycle thinking. According to
Levinson (1979, 6), the term “lifecycle” suggests that the life course has a particular
character and follows a basic sequence. The term has two key meanings. First, there is
the idea of a process or journey from a starting point (birth, origin) to a termination point
(death, conclusion). The human lifecycle follows an underlying, universal pattern on
which there are endless cultural and individual variations. Although each individual life
is unique, everyone goes through the same basic sequence. Second, there is the idea of
seasons, a series of periods or stages within the lifecycle. The lifecycle is not a simple,
continuous, unchanging flow – instead, there are qualitatively different seasons, each
having its own distinctive character. Every season is different from those that precede or
follow it, although each one also has much in common with them. The life course has a
certain shape that evolves through a series of definable forms. (Levinson 1996, 14; 1979,
6.)
The lifecycle of an individual develops through a sequence of eras, each lasting roughly
25 years. The eras are partially overlapping, so that a new one is getting underway as the
previous one is being terminated. The sequence goes as follows (Levinson 1996, 413):
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1) Childhood and adolescence: ages 0-22
2) Early adulthood: ages 17-45
3) Middle adulthood: ages 40-65
4) Late adulthood: ages 60-85
5) Late adulthood: the years over 80
For women as for men, the eras are separate seasons, each with its own particular
character. Within each era, women and men go through the same sequence of periods in
the development of their adult life structure, and at the same ages. This conception of a
lifecycle with eras and periods provides a useful framework for studying the human life
course. Levinson (1996, 413) found that this framework holds for human beings in
general. The sequence of eras constitutes the macrostructure of the human lifecycle. It
provides a framework within which the developmental periods and concrete processes of
everyday life take place. Further, there is an average or most frequent age for the onset
and completion of every era, and also a range of variation around the average. A cross-
era transition, which generally lasts about five years, terminates the outgoing era and
initiates the next. (Levinson 1979, 18-19; 1996, 19.)
All individuals – and, thus, all families – go through lifecycles. Babies become boys and
girls, these become adolescents, adolescents become men and women, and so on.
Definitions of where one age group stops and the next starts are highly varied, but still
the lifecycle follows a basic sequence (Gittins 1985, 8). The family lifecycle concept
combines gender and marital, parental and age status (Haavio-Mannila 1988, 197). The
lifecycle is a series of stages depicting the developmental tasks of the family as its
members mature (Bristor 1995, 62). The stages of the family lifecycle are based on one
or more of several factors, such as years of marriage, timing of family landmarks like the
birth of the first child, ages of the children, children’s presence in the home, and ages and
marital status of the responsible adults. The concept of the family lifecycle is used in
analyzing management as an indicator of the varying demands on families. The
importance of different goals and decisions varies by the stage of the lifecycle. Income
patterns differ by years of marriage, as do expenditure requirements. The use of time in
household production activities peaks as the number of children increases and as they
reach school age. (Deacon and Firebaugh 1981, 159-168)
There are many ways of classifying the lifecycle stages of families: they may be
categorized by the number of married and unmarried adults in the family, whether the
family has children or no children, children in particular ages across the family life span,
etc. (see Appendix 1). Perhaps the most simple way of classifying the stages of the
lifecycle is to divide it into three phases, namely: 1) starting the family, 2) expanding the
family, and 3) reducing the family (Hallman 1991, 227). Usually the classifications are
fairly imprecise groupings because they accommodate so many factors, but nevertheless,
they give some picture of the family lifecycle. Even though a large number of families
follow the usual life stages, the common pattern does not describe all families: marriages
end in divorce, spouses may die early, remarriages occur, etc. (Deacon and Firebaugh
1981, 159; Tolkki-Nikkonen 1990, 18). In a family business, the lifecycle stages of each
individual family member and the entrepreneur, as well as the lifecycle stages of the
family and the business, all together impact the family business and its development.
Each of the three subsystems in the three-circle model – ownership, family, and business
– has a separate developmental dimension. The ownership subsystem passes through its
own sequence of stages, the family subsystem its own, and the business also progresses
through a sequence of stages. As the family business moves to a new stage on any of the
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dimensions, it takes on a new shape with new characteristics (Gersick et al. 1997, 18). In
Dunn’s (1999) words: “The three-circle model shows the complexity in the family
business system by illustrating the many competing self-interests to be served at any
snapshot in time. The developmental model shows that, by defining how family, business
and ownership structures will inevitably change over single and multiple generations.”
There is an almost limitless array of ownership structures (ownership axis: the lifecycle
of ownership) in firms. Some firms are owned by one individual or by a couple, or by
two or more unrelated partners. Firms can be owned by many combinations of family
members, by public shareholders, by trusts, and also by other companies. Ownership in
family firms can be divided into three developmental categories: controlling-owner
companies, sibling partnerships, and cousin consortium companies. (Gersick et al. 1997,
18). It has been estimated that in most Western economies, about 75 percent of all family
firms are majority-owned by one person or by a married couple (controlling owner),
around 20 percent are ownership-controlled by sibling partnerships, and around 5 percent
are cousin consortiums. Many family firms also have hybrid ownership forms, normally
representing a transition from one stage to another. (Gersick et al. 1997, 31.)
The second dimension of the model (family axis: the lifecycle of the family) describes the
development of the family over time. This dimension captures the family’s structural and
interpersonal evolution through issues such as marriage, parenthood, adult sibling
relationships, in-laws, communication patterns, and family roles. Dividing business
families into developmental subgroups helps to sort out the enormous variety of
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Figure 9: Three-dimensional developmental model of family entrepreneurship
(Gersick et al. 1997, 17).
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business-owning families. Although there is variability in and overlap between stages,
the families within the same stage have much in common. The transition from one stage
to another is a recognizable, meaningful moment in a family’s developmental history.
(Gersick et al. 1997, 19-20)
The needs of the family and those of the enterprise differ in the various stages of the
lifecycle. The business is viewed differently in each stage, and as the family grows and
the children grow up, the family will demand more of the entrepreneur’s time and
money. Moreover, as the owners get older, they will perhaps want to retire and the
younger generation may want to make changes to the business. According to Gersick et
al. (1997, 277), the business also changes (business axis: the lifecycle of the firm) along a
course that is developmental only in the broadest sense. On the business axis, it is not so
much the sequence of the stages that is critical, but the recognition that the size and
complexity of the business make a difference. It is easy to see that start-up companies
differ in some ways from all the others due to the level of effort that is required at the
outset of the business. (For details, see Section 5.2.)
The three-dimensional developmental model was used as the basis for constructing the
single-generation lifecycle model of K-retailers, which is one of the most important
contributions of this study. Section 5.2 gives a detailed description of this single-
generation lifecycle model.
3.6 General framework and research questions of the study
The entrepreneur’s household and enterprise form a socioeconomic entity referred to as
the household-enterprise complex, which interacts with its environment as shown in
Figure 10. The environment – including the many different interest groups of the family
and the firm – also has its own effects on the complex. The two components of the
household-enterprise complex cannot (usually) be divided from each other. Moreover, in
the case of K-retailers, there is also the chain organization which is in a close relationship
with the complex.
The interaction within the household-enterprise complex and the
interaction between the complex and the chain organization form the
general framework for this empirical investigation.
From the very beginning of this study it was clear that the focus was to be on how the
entrepreneurial family manages to cope in combining business and family, but the
research problem and the more detailed research questions only evolved during the
research process.
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Figure 10: General framework for the empirical study. The household-enterprise-
complex of K-retailers in the micro- and macro-environments.
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The immediate physical and
social surroundings
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In any ecosystem, the parts and the whole are interdependent and influence each other:
the whole consists of all the parts and the way in which the parts operate in relation to
each other. Each level of the system impacts all the others. Consequently, a change in
one component part causes changes throughout the system (Bristor 1995, 25). The
essential phenomena examined in this study are the household, family entrepreneurship,
and the complex system consisting of the household and the enterprise – the household-
enterprise complex. As Figure 10 indicates, there are many other concepts that are also in
close relation to the household-enterprise complex and its functions. The interaction
between the household and the enterprise is strongly affected by the stage of the lifecycle
of both the family and the enterprise, by the size of the enterprise, by the nature of
ownership or management, etc. (Koiranen 1998, 18, 78). When the term “system” is used
to refer to the interaction between a set of components, the environment simply consists
of all the other factors outside the system that impinge upon it (Freedman Melson 1980,
16). The operation of the household-enterprise complex is based on its values, goals, and
available resources. Its important elements also include the division of labour inside the
family and in the firm (Koiranen 1998, 82). The division of labour between the firm and
the chain organization is also of major interest in this study.
What, then, are the outcomes of the household-enterprise complex? The main outcomes
are related to aspects such as the quality of life or the level of wellbeing, the adequacy of
income, and the development of human resources within the complex. Entrepreneurs are
dependent on many other persons and organizations. The business depends on the
relationship with the customers, as the performance of the firm is dependent on the
income obtained from the customers. The paid workers and other cooperation
organizations, such as financiers or accounting firms, can all have an  influence on the
business. Relations with society are unique in terms of the legal power that society has
over the entrepreneur. How the goals of the entrepreneur are reached depends on all the
above-mentioned actors, but competitors, too, have an impact on the results of the
business. (Vesala 1997, 254.)
Families – and business families in particular – are in the midst of a rapidly changing
society and have to adjust their living according to the changes. Deacon and Firebaugh
(1988, 4) suggest that to manage creatively in a changing world requires a high degree of
flexibility and sensitivity both to environmental and personal shifts. Some individuals
and families will accept or even promote change, adjusting readily, while others will
question or resist change. This study, therefore, examines the following research
problem:
Research problem: How do K-retailers and their wives manage to
combine family life, family entrepreneurship and cooperation with the
chain organization?
To address this main research problem, five more specific questions are asked:
Research questions:
1) How do the household and the family firm interact economically?
2) How do gender roles influence the household-enterprise complex of K-
retailers?
3) How does the household-enterprise complex interact with the chain
organization?
4) How does a K-retailer’s household-enterprise complex manage to cope
with the multiple needs and challenges involved?
5) How do entrepreneurial couples perceive their way of life?
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Given that entrepreneurship is a multifaceted phenomenon that cuts across many
discipline boundaries, the problem area can be approached from a number of diverse
disciplines such as economics, sociology, finance, history, psychology, and
anthropology. Each of these operates with its own concepts and terms of reference (Low
and MacMillan 1994, 15). To get a holistic picture of the household-enterprise complex,
the approach adopted in this study is hermeneutic and the theoretical perspective is
derived mainly from consumer economics and family entrepreneurship models. As Low
and MacMillan (1994, 23) point out, different levels of analysis provide unique insights
into the problem area, and a synthesis of these insights yields a richer understanding. The
focus here is on Finnish grocery retailers – namely K-retailers in their own micro-
environment – whom I examine at the individual level (the retailer and his wife), group
level (the household), organizational level (the firm), and industry level (chain
organization and the food market). The aspect of time and its consequences are taken into
account by including respondents in different stages of their family lifecycle and their
entrepreneurial career.
According to Neuman (2000, 65), a scientific paradigm is a whole system of thinking,
comprising basic assumptions, important questions to be answered or puzzles to be
solved, research techniques to be used, and examples of what good scientific research
looks like. The aim in this study is to understand the phenomenon of family
entrepreneurship, and as there are no specific hypotheses or theories to be tested it was
quite natural to choose a qualitative research method. So, this is a qualitative multiple-
case study, conducted by means of semi-structured-interviews. The study data consist of
case vignettes created on the basis of interviews of 10 retailers and 8 retailers’ wives.
Chapter 4 describes in detail the procedures and the methodology by which the research
objectives are to be achieved.
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4  RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND REALIZATION OF
THE STUDY
4.1 Theoretical positioning of the study and the holistic approach
The choice of conceptual framework naturally depends upon the kind of phenomenon
under investigation. The character of the problem area determines the approach, but it is
also possible to investigate the question by combining different approaches. (Hallman
1990, 16-17.) According to Drucker (1986, 23), entrepreneurship research rests basically
on economic and social theory. The subject has typically been approached from
sociological (macro-level), economic (micro-level), or psychological (individual-level)
perspectives, but also a pedagogical approach is currently developing. All these
approaches can be used at the same time – in other words, the approach can be
multidisciplinary (Kyrö and Nissinen 1995, 30; Katila 2000, 15). One reason why a study
of entrepreneurship requires a multidisciplinary approach and various different
paradigms is precisely its complexity as a research field, together with the fact that
entrepreneurial research serves a variety of purposes (Jenkins 1994, 10). Koskinen (1996,
21) argues that it is the very fragmentariness of the research field of enterprises, small
enterprises and entrepreneurship which calls for new viewpoints.
Bygrave and Hofer (1991, 14, 20) claim that there is hardly any ideal model for
entrepreneurship, and that it is extremely difficult to develop even fairly useful
entrepreneurship models. They define the entrepreneur as a person who perceives an
opportunity and creates the organization to pursue it. Entrepreneurship is not a
continuous, linear process that could be reduced to its component parts, from which
separate models for the behaviour of those isolated components could be built using
differential calculus. Instead, we have to look elsewhere. (Bygrave 1989, 11.) The
alternative is to engage in studies that approach entrepreneurship as a creative process,
accepting the fact that entrepreneurs are creators of new realities, walking on the
boundary between destabilizing existing situations and actualizing implicit possibilities
into new contexts. This requires research that examines entrepreneurship as a process
instead of as a fixed entity, and implies a constructionist view of reality by researchers
who are as much creators as representators of the reality they study (Steyaert and
Bouwen 1997, 48). To understand entrepreneurship, we have to use research
methodology that is capable of handling nonlinear, unstable discontinuities.
Entrepreneurial research is a science of turbulence and change, not continuity, as
Bygrave (1989, 28) remarks. There are no great theories on entrepreneurship, and the
entrepreneurship models that have been developed are fragile and the parameters are
always changing. Today’s entrepreneurship models are mainly descriptive, empirical or
phenomenological rather than theoretical models (Bygrave 1989, 14).
Many theories or disciplines – most notably, sociology, psychology, anthropology, and
economics – have contributed to the scientific study of families and households. Serious
and conscious efforts to develop family research methods and empirical data about
families were started only slightly more than 50 years ago (Miller 1990, 16). Family
business research has usually concentrated on the family firms – not on the
entrepreneurial families themselves (Baines and Wheelock 1998; Katila 2000, 25). The
focus in this study, however, is specifically on the entrepreneurial families and their
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households, which means that the perspective must be taken both from entrepreneurship
research and from family and household research.
The household and the family enterprise form a complex which is to be treated as one
unit that functions in its environment. According Bygrave (1989, 20), entrepreneurs
cannot be separated from their actions; particularly in a start-up firm, the entrepreneur
and the firm are one and the same. Entrepreneurship is a process of becoming rather than
a state of being. It is not a steady phenomenon and it evolves with time. In this study the
household-enterprise complex is examined as a socio-economic system that is greatly
influenced by the members of the family and also by the external environment – in the
case of K-retailers, particularly by the chain organization. To create a holistic view of the
K-retailers’ household-enterprise complex, the empirical reality was interpreted on the
basis of the stories told by the respondents, and the picture of the household-enterprise
complex was created based on these interpretations. Because the viewpoint here is that of
the subjective reality of an entrepreneurial couple it can be said that the approach is
hermeneutic. The aim is to find out how an understanding of the research problem
develops as the entrepreneurs describe their everyday life, and what concepts are useful
in clarifying and finding answers to the problem.
The household in itself is a complex phenomenon, which operates in a multiple
environment. Therefore, we need to seek new approaches and boldly cross the
boundaries between different disciplines. The household has to be examined as a whole,
with all its dimensions. A household and its functions cannot be described with a simple
or reduced model or figure. Perhaps the best way of describing a household and its
environment is to see it as a multidimensional and well-organized, but at the same time
also a chaotic network (Turkki 1999, 61-63). Thus, both family resource management
and human ecology thinking have traditionally held a strong position in household
analysis (Hallman 1990, 28; Varjonen 1991, 21; Turkki 1999, 69, 95). A holistic
perspective to the wide context of the household and the family is also characteristic of
Thompson’s Hestian/Hermean approach (Haverinen 1996, 17).
So, because of the multidimensional nature of the phenomena of entrepreneurship and the
family, the theoretical viewpoint of this study draws on many different theories and
models. The three-dimensional-developmental model of family entrepreneurship and
lifecycle thinking have contributed most to the approach in this study, and both of these
are derived from family entrepreneurship research. They were also the basis on which the
methods and tools for data analysis were built. Other important approaches that have
contributed to this study include systems thinking and ecological thinking. Systems
thinking has played an important role in family and household research worldwide and
also in Finland, primarily in consumer economics (formerly household economics).
Systems thinking is useful in that it integrates different perspectives, fusing them into a
coherent body of theory and practice. Ecological thinking, moreover, provides a valuable
systemic perspective from which to analyze any issue important to the family. It allows
us to deal with large bodies of information from many different areas and to bring order
to that information (Bristor 1995, 29).
An optimally functioning system, according to systems thinking (Thompson 1992, 99), is
one in which the parts are organized to achieve the purpose or goal of the system as a
whole as effectively as possible. All the parts are essential contributors to this “whole”,
which is the system’s reason for being. A change in one part will affect the other parts of
the system, including its subsystems, to a greater or lesser degree. Failure or dysfunction
in any part of the system will affect the system as a whole. A holistic approach is,
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therefore, needed to understand the relationships between various events and phenomena
within the system – in this case, within the household-enterprise complex. A hermeneutic
perspective makes it possible to read between the lines, to attend to what is stated and
unstated, verbal and muted, obvious and hidden (Thompson 1992, 80). As Hayek (1972
ref. Madison 1990, 50) remarks: ”We can, as the positivist would say, observe and
describe physical objects, but in order properly to understand things ‘mental’ we must
interpret them. Interpretation is the only basis on which we ever understand what we call
other people’s intentions, or the meaning of their actions.” Understanding is both the
basis and the goal of hermeneutic interpretation. Helenius (1990, 74) has listed a number
of ways of examining the hermeneutic circle, seeing it as a circle of question-answer-
question, of understanding-interpretation-understanding, and finally, of wholeness-part-
wholeness.
Holism, thus, means looking at a system in its totality, recognizing that is not possible to
draw any conclusion about the nature and behaviour of the whole based on knowledge of
the characteristics and behaviour of its parts. To fully understand relationships it is
necessary to study their totality, considering complete interactions, external sources of
energy, and interrelationships with natural environments (Bristor 1995, 13). According to
the hermeneutic tradition, the study of human conduct is essentially different from the
study of other events in nature (Giddens 1987, 126). The hermeneutic perspective
enables us to open secret codes or to point out exceptions in theories, lifestyles, or value
systems (Helenius 1990, 306).
Lanström and Huse (1996, 16-17) have found that the currently available studies of
entrepreneurship, both in Europe and in the United States, are mainly based on empirical
findings and have a descriptive or explanatory objective. A majority of the available
studies are surveys, and the most frequently used means of data collection is the
questionnaire. In many studies the researchers have analyzed the relationship between
various variables by testing different hypotheses. Such testing assumes relatively well
developed theories and conceptual models, which to a large extent are lacking in
entrepreneurial and small-business research, as already noted above. The fact that
entrepreneurship is characterized as a holistic and dynamic process may make it difficult
to approach and study it by statistics and sophisticated statistical methods. Such a
complex field of research calls for more qualitative methodological approaches, more
academic disciplines involved in the research, and a better groundwork by the
researchers. Bygrave (1989, 10, 19) has some suggestions for an infant paradigm like one
of entrepreneurship. His “wish-list” includes less physics envy, more empirical models,
fewer theoretical models, less concern with sophisticated statistics, more field research,
more longitudinal studies, dedicated researchers, original field-derived databanks, and
less obsession with scientific revolutions. This study and its holistic approach aim at
presenting one way of responding to the above-mentioned requirements.
4.2 Case study research and semi-structured interviews
The present study is a multiple-case study for which the data were collected by means of
the semi-structured interview method. Yin (1991, 23) defines a case study as an empirical
inquiry that examines a contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context when the
boundaries between the phenomenon and the context are not clearly evident, using
multiple sources of evidence. In a case study, the researcher may investigate one or two
cases intensively, or compare a limited set of cases and focusing on several factors. The
researcher carefully selects one or a few key cases to illustrate an issue and to study it or
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them analytically and in detail (Neumann 2000, 32). Whether investigating a single case
or multiple cases, the case study can be exploratory, descriptive, or explanatory. An
exploratory case study is aimed at defining the questions and hypotheses to be examined
in the subsequent study, or at determining the feasibility of the designed research
procedures. An explanatory case study presents data bearing on cause-effect
relationships, explaining which causes produced which effects. A descriptive case study
offers a complete description of a given phenomenon within its own context. (Yin 1991,
15-26; Yin 1993, 5.)
In the traditional data-collection phase, the planned data are gathered using certain
standard questions in a certain period of time, and interviews are seen as an opportunity
to “ask questions”. According to Steyaerd and Bouwen (1997, 50-60), this kind of
experimental logic is not transferable to an “on-the-move” phenomenon like entre-
preneurship. Instead of using a questionnaire, a face-to-face interview is the method of
choice when the researcher is not quite sure exactly what questions should be asked. In
this kind of situation the interviewer can proceed in a semi-structured manner by raising
the desired topics an for discussion (Miller 1990, 85). In a semi-structured interview the
themes to be discussed are known beforehand, but their order can be changed during the
discussion or new themes may be brought up based on the discussion (Hirsjärvi and
Hurme 1980, 50). Although it is almost like a free discussion, all the themes relevant to
the study will be discussed, and there is no fear of collecting material of no relevance
(Rostila 1983, 84).
The informal interview situation may include open-ended questions asked on certain
topics. The researcher follows a general outline, but additional subjects are also
incorporated. Study data can be obtained through very informal conversations with
individuals or small groups. Sometimes people are more at ease in such informal
situations and talk freely. (Scrimshaw 1990, 88.) In this study it was particularly
important that I as the researcher was personally familiar with the background of the
K-retailer system and understood the “language” spoken by the entrepreneurs. There was
no need to “learn” the retailer system of Kesko, since I already knew from my own
experience how people become K-retailers, how long it takes to get the business started,
and what it requires to develop the business. Moreover, since I was familiar with many of
the details of being a K-retailer there was no need to talk about “trivialities” with the
respondents. In that sense, the discussions were not “normal” or “traditional” interviews
but rather like discussions between experts.
The semi-structured interview is an interpersonal situation, a conversation between two
parties about a theme of mutual interest. It is a specific form of human interaction in
which knowledge evolves through a dialogue. The interaction is neither so anonymous or
neutral as when the subject responds to a survey questionnaire, nor so personal or
emotional as a therapeutic interview (Kvale 1996, 125). When the topic is very personal
or delicate – like family affairs and entrepreneurship are – it sometimes is not a good idea
for the researcher to act like an objective, distant interviewer. The researcher must be
very interested in both posing the questions and in listening to the interviewee and his/her
story. The interviewer must at the same time beware of heckling the interviewee with the
questions, and ask such questions that the interviewee is willing to give answers to or
discuss topics that the interviewee feels to be important (Beckéros and Roos 1985, 20).
This type of fieldwork involves social relationships and personal feelings. The researcher
must be flexible about what to include as data, and admit his/her own subjective insights
and feelings, or ”experiential data” (Neuman 2000, 355).
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This study presents a description of family entrepreneurship based on the stories that the
K-retailers and their wives told me in the interviews. Qualitative research, according to
Peräkylä (1995, 42), aims at finding out an individual’s experiences or feelings. The
objective is to understand how people  ”really” experience their life and the institutions
that play a role in it. My aim in this study was to investigate the feelings of the
entrepreneurs and their spouses with respect to their “entrepreneurial” lifestyle and the
family business. Thus, the emphasis here is on the entrepreneur’s own perspectives and
perceptions. The interviewees do not only divulged information about their lives but also
took an attitude to what happened and what they experienced. Each one thought over
his/her life, evaluated it and gave it some meaning (Strandell 1984, 211).
Qualitative research that is based on a case study is usually reported in the form of a story
or narrative. Studying a complex and multi-layered phenomenon like entrepreneurship
calls for a diversity of paradigmatic perspectives. Steyaert and Bouwen (1997, 50-60) see
a major challenge in developing a narrative approach to entrepreneurship. They claim
that a narrative approach and the narrative form are particularly appropriate for exploring
entrepreneurship as a process-oriented, multi- multi-perspective and contextual reality. A
pragmatic anchoring may be found in contextualism where the central focus is on the
event and the story is an interpretative construction of this unique episode. In any case,
the narrative approach is a productive way of studying family entrepreneurship, which is
even more indefinite as a concept than entrepreneurship itself. However, according to
Johansson (2001, 249-250), narrative approaches are quite heterogeneous and there is no
precise definition of a “narrative”. He gives three examples of narrative approaches that
are considered to contribute to traditional entrepreneurship theory and methodology: 1)
interpreting the construction of an entrepreneurship identity on the basis of the
storytelling interview, 2) seeing the role of the stories as a way of articulating
entrepreneurial experience, and 3) understanding strategy as storytelling, or vice versa.
Katila (2002), in her study on farmer families, wrote narratives which she called the “life
histories” of the case families. Her focus was not on the narratives themselves, but they
provided a means for approaching the life history of the entrepreneurs. The present study
is not reported in pure narrative form, but the stories of the entrepreneurs themselves
form the basis on which the cases are presented and interpreted here.
According to Yin (1991, 59), any use of multiple-case designs should follow a
replication, not a sampling logic, and each case has to be chosen very carefully. The idea
of qualitative research is to purposefully select informants that will best answer the
research question (Creswell 1994, 148). There are several strategies for purposive
sampling, and the selection of a sampling strategy depends on the focus of the interview
and the researcher’s judgement as to which approach will yield the clearest
understanding of the phenomenon under study. In qualitative research, the sample size is
rarely determined in advance and the cases can be selected gradually, with the specific
content of a case determining whether it is chosen or not. In the gradual or sequential
sampling method, sampling proceeds according to the relevance of the cases instead of
their representativeness. This means that the researcher will continue to gather cases until
the amount of new information or the diversity of cases is adequate. The principle is to
collect cases until a saturation point is reached. In economic terms, information is
gathered until the marginal utility, or incremental benefit for additional cases, levels off
or drops significantly. (Hirsjärvi et al. 1997, 59, 181; Flick 1998, 68; Eskola and
Suoranta 1999, 62; Neuman 2000, 200.)
The method applied in data collection for this study was the gradual sampling method.
The data covers 10 interviews with K-retailers and 8 interviews with K-retailers’ wives.
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The spouses were interviewed because, according to Steyaert and Bouwen (1997, 49),
many studies on entrepreneurship resemble a one-truth study, giving the perspective of
only the entrepreneur. Other perspectives are often not heard or explored, and such
studies actually overlook the interaction between all the different actors at play in an
entrepreneurial endeavour. The goal in this study was to widen the perspective from the
individual entrepreneur to the entrepreneur couple or, perhaps, to the entire family by
interviewing the entrepreneur’s spouse as well.
An additional reason why K-retailers were selected for interviewing is that family
entrepreneurship has always been a part of the business idea of K-retailers. All the
interviewed entrepreneurs were from the capital area of Finland (Helsinki-Espoo-
Vantaa). This area was chosen because it is Finland’s most important and largest market
area in terms of sales. The structure of the market environment there is also quite
homogeneous, as the whole area is densely populated. Moreover, competition is hard
throughout the area due to the many new shopping centres and hypermarkets that have
been built there in recent years.
Two entrepreneurs from Kesko’s grocery retail chains (Rimi-stores, K-neighbourhood
stores, K-supermarkets, K-superstores and Citymarket hypermarkets) were included in
the study. Different chains were chosen to obtain as comprehensive a view as possible,
since in this way the retailers would represent different store types and store sizes within
each of the chains. (Only one K-chain was omitted because there were very few of its
stores in the capital area.) The goal was to select entrepreneurs who were thought to
represent the range of experience of the phenomena considered in the study. The first
respondents were chosen together with an informant, himself one of the interviewed
retailers. Some of the respondents were selected because their colleagues implied that
they might be interested in taking part in the study. Thus, the snowball sampling method
was used in this study as well. (Maycut and Morehouse 1994, 57.) All the retailers who
were asked to give an interview were interested in participating in the study, and only
two of the wives were unwilling to be interviewed. The entrepreneurs included in the
study represent different ages, different lifecycle stages of their business, and different
kinds of families. After interviewing these 10 retailers and 8 spouses, it became quite
clear that these discussions were already so comprehensive, many-sided and informative
that no more cases were required – the saturation point had been reached after these 10
cases.
The 10 cases comprise the basic material for this study, but there is also much
information or knowledge which cannot be handled or understood without adopting a
wider perspective. Researchers can widen their study perspective by exploring the
literature and previous studies, gathering other kinds of data from the research subjects,
or observing their environment. In the participatory observation method the researcher
actually takes part in the life or culture of the individuals being investigated. A researcher
who places him/herself in direct personal contact with the social group intended for
study, may, in fact, become a part of the subject of study. If the aim is to study a factory,
the researcher will go to work in the factory, or if the aim is to study hom eless alcoholics,
the researcher will take part in their lives. In many cases, the participatory observation
method has been used only because the researcher has been driven into situations that
he/she finds interesting, or he/she may begin to approach a phenomenon from a scientific
viewpoint many years after having actually been involved in it. The participatory
observation method is also useful in the research planning phase when the researcher is
familiarizing him/herself with the phenomenon  to be considered.  (Eskola 1975, 131-
142; Eskola 1981, 31; Weinberg 2002, 135.)
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In this study I, the researcher, had personal experience of family entrepreneurship having
owned a family enterprise together with my husband for 15 years at the time I made the
interviews in 1999. For the first 7 years (1985-1991) we had been K-retailers, and also
after that our business has been closely connected to grocery retailing and K-retailers.
Living in an entrepreneurial environment has developed my thinking as an
entrepreneurship researcher and my understanding of the subject, and also helped me in
finding informants and interviewees for the study, to develop the themes of the
interviews, to operationalize the research questions, and, above all, to speak the same
“language” as the informants.
The methodological definitions of this study can be summarized as follows:
• This is a  qualitative, descriptive multiple-case study.
• The data were collected by personal semi-structured interviews.
• The researcher has applied the participatory observation method:
that is, I have observed  the research subjects both by having been a
member of the same group myself and by having lived (and
continuing to live) within their environment.
• The study aims at giving a description and an understanding of an
entrepreneur’s household-enterprise complex in the context of the
Finnish grocery market – specifically in the context of K-retailers –
at a certain point in time (1999).
• In order to obtain a wider perspective to the research questions, both
the husband and the wife were interviewed.
A combination of different methods, study groups, local and temporal settings, and
different theoretical perspectives in dealing with a phenomenon is called triangulation
(Flick 1999, 229). There are four types of triangulation. Data triangulation refers to the
use of different sources of data (Hirsjärvi and Hurme 2000, 189). Besides the
transcriptions of the semi-structured interviews, the material of this study also includes a
SWOT-analysis of each case which was formulated in the interviews together with the
respondents. The SWOT-analysis (strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats) is
one of the basic operative instruments used in marketing (Kotler 1999, 168) and all the
respondents were familiar with the method. These SWOT analyses are presented in
Section 5.1, together with the case vignettes. The analyses gave important information
about the cases and their future orientation.
Investigator triangulation refers to the use of different observers or interviewers, which
enables a systematic comparison of how the inclusion of more observers influences the
issue and the results of the research. In this study, there was one university student who
helped me in transcribing the interviews, discussed the cases with me, and assisted me in
the initial analysis of the cases.
Methodological triangulation can be divided into two types: within-method triangulation
means using different sub-scales for measuring an item in a questionnaire, and between-
method triangulation means combining the questionnaire with a semi-structured
interview. No methodological triangulation was applied in collecting the material for this
study, because the semi-structured interviews provided so large a body of data that there
was no need to obtain more data by other methods. But the participatory observation
method (observation of the entrepreneurs and the environment of K-retailers by actually
living in their everyday environment) influenced my perspective and helped in working
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out the research questions and interview themes, as well as with the interpretation and
analysis of the cases.
Theory triangulation means using multiple theoretical perspectives early in the planning
phase of the research or when interpreting the data (Janesick 1994, 214; Eskola and
Suoranta, 1998, 69; Neuman 2000, 125; Silverman 2000, 98). Janesick (1994, 215)
suggests a fifth type of triangulation, namely interdisciplinary triangulation. By utilizing
other disciplines, the researcher may broaden his/her understanding of the method and
the substance of research. Both of these triangulation methods – theory and
interdisciplinary – have been applied in this study, because family entrepreneurship is
multidimensional as a phenomenon and has to be approached from the perspective of
various theories and disciplines (in this study, at least consumer economics and
entrepreneurship research and theories).
4.3 Themes of the interviews
The case study method allows the research to flow in a less common direction: from data
to theory (Chetty 1996, 77, 81). The researcher can start out without any hypotheses –
that is, without any presumptions or assumptions about the results of the study
beforehand (Eskola and Suoranta 1998, 19). Nevertheless, there has to be some
theoretical backing when the research is being planned and when the research questions
and interviews are being outlined (Eskola and Suoranta 1998, 78). The conceptual
framework for the study comes from the essential or important concepts employed and
the basic assumptions underlying these concepts and, to a degree, integrating them into a
meaningful configuration (Nye and Berardo 1981, 3). The themes of semi-structured-
interviews represent some of the main theoretical concepts related to the phenomenon
under consideration. They more detailed than the research questions – they are like
slogans, pointing out the topic to be discussed. The themes also act as a checklist for the
interviewer (Hirsjärvi and Hurme 2000, 66).
As this is a dissertation in consumer economics, its main focus is on the household and
its functions. The themes are, therefore, approached from the perspective of family
ecology or family resource management. Concepts central to the family ecology
perspective are family and household, their needs, values, management and decision-
making, human development, quality of human life and quality of the environment
(Bubolz and Sontag 1993, 435). The themes of the interviews in this study were partly
based on the pre-understanding of the researcher (Eskola and Suoranta 1998, 79) – that is
to say, I knew from experience what might be considered as the critical or important
areas in the life of an entrepreneurial family. According to the perspective of human
ecology, it is not sufficient to study sample populations alone, or their environments
alone. All three organizing components of the ecosystem must be taken under
investigation: 1) the human unit of analysis, 2) the environment that provides resources
and is the setting of context for the unit’s a ction or activities, and 3) interactions between
the human unit and the environment (Sontag and Bubolz 1996, 48). Thus, this study also
considers the chain organization and the relations and interaction between the chain and
the household.
To summarize: the three main actors in this study are the household, the enterprise and
the chain (see Figure 10, Chapter 3). The most important concepts used are drawn from
human ecology theory: resources, characteristics of the household and the firm, values,
goals, needs, functions, decision-making, management, and division of labour. The list of
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discussion themes for this study was compiled on the basis of these concepts (see
Appendix 4) and the themes were operationalized with more specific questions in the
interviews. It is typical of the semi-structured interview that both the researcher and the
interviewee take part in this operationalization process. What shape the themes,
questions, or discussed phenomena take in the world of the respondent depends on
his/her personality and life situation. (Hirsjärvi and Hurme 1980, 55; Hirsjärvi and
Hurme 2000, 66.)
The main themes discussed in the interviews are shown in Figure 11. First the
respondents were inquired what they understand by the concepts of family, enterprise,
and chain. Then they were asked to tell what they considered to be the tasks and goals of
these three units and what kind of resources were available from each unit. The next
theme concerned the different roles and the division of labour in the family nd in the
firm, and also between the chain and the firm. The values of the entrepreneurial families
were discussed towards the end of the interview. Finally, we turned to the respondents’
visions of the future, and together carried out the SWOT-analysis in the same connection.
The themes used in a semi-structured interview are not in the form of questions, but
rather, they are the topics or phenomena that should be discussed during the interview.
This means that the interviewer cannot ask a direct question like: “What are your
values?” Instead, he/she could say, for instance: “Let’s talk about the things that are
important in your life.” Moreover, each of the themes has to be explored in the interview
by means of different discussion topics (Hirsjärvi and Hurme 2000, 66).
Qualitative research differs significantly from quantitative research with regard to the
operationalization process. A quantitative researcher operationalizes the variables by
turning a conceptual definition into a set of operations or procedures for use later in data
collection. This is not the way it works in qualitative research. The qualitative researcher
develops the conceptual definitions while gathering the data or after data collection. So,
besides describing the collection of the data, “operationalization” in the qualitative sense
shows how the researcher uses pre-existing techniques and concepts blended with those
that emerge during the data collection process (Neuman 2000, 163). Eskola and Suoranta
(1998, 78) argue, with certain reservations, that qualitative research can also be said to
involve some degree of operationalization that resembles quantitative research. In
collecting the data, the researcher has to deliberate on how to make observations based
on the theoretical concepts, or, in other words, how to “translate” the theoretical concepts
into a language that is comprehensible to the respondents.
Figure 11 presents the conceptualization or “operationalization” of the main concepts and
description of the themes of this study. The first table lists the research questions, the
second table shows the themes and concepts related to each question, and the third table
describes the contents of the themes. All of these three tables and their contents are in
constant, close interaction with each other.
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Research problem
Main question:
How do K-retailers and their wives manage to combine family life, family entrepreneurship and
cooperation with the chain organization?
How do the
household and the
family firm
interact
economically?
How do gender
roles influence
the household-
enterprise
complex of
K-retailers?
How does the
household-
enterprise
complex interact
with the chain?
How does the
K-retailer’s
household-
enterprise
complex manage
to meet the
multiple needs
and challenges
involved?
How do
entrepreneurial
couples perceive
their way of life?
Main concepts and themes of the interviews
1) Resources:
Required
resources and
division of
resources
between the
household and
the firm.
2) Individual
roles and
division of
labour:
Division of
labour
between
family, firm
and chain.
3) Visions
and
experiences:
Current
situation and
future visions
of K-retailers
in 1999.
SWOT-
analysis.
4) Tasks:
Purpose and
aim of  the
family
enterprise.
Objectives and
goals of the
family and the
firm.
5) Values:
Individual and
family values
and goals vs.
values and
goals of the
enterprise and
the chain.
6) Concepts:
Meaning of
family
entrepreneur-
ship to
K-retailers.
Description of the contents of the themes
Who owns
what?
What does the
firm mean to
the family in
economic
terms?
What are the
advantages of
belonging to
the chain?
How do
K-retailers
assess their
personal and
familial
resources and
characteristics
and their
quality of life?
What is the
level of self-
involvement
of each spouse
in decision-
making and in
the firm’s and
household’s
tasks?
(Provide
descriptive
data on the
family.)
What factors
contribute to
the effective
functioning in
the household-
enterprise
complex?
What is the
family’s
experience as
entrepreneurs
and what are
their future
plans as
individuals
and
entrepreneurs?
What is their
experience as
members of
the chain and
expectations
for future
cooperation
and
development
of the chain?
How do the
individual and
family goals
and needs fit
together with
the goals and
needs of the
enterprise and
the chain?
How do
K-retailers
evaluate the
state and
functioning of
their
household-
enterprise
complex in
relation to the
values and
goals of the
family or the
firm?
What does it
mean to the
individual or
the family to
own an
enterprise?
What is the
entrepreneur’s
relation to the
chain?
Figure 11: Main research questions and concepts, content of the themes, and concrete
questions (= operationalization of the concepts).
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4.4 Data collection and data management
Data management is defined as a systematic, coherent process of data collection, storage,
and retrieval (Denzin and Lincoln 1998, 180). Data analysis, on the other hand, refers to
data reduction, data display, and drawing and verification of conclusions. A part of these
processes start before data collection, others occur during the design and planning of the
study, during data collection as interim and early analyses are carried out, and after data
collection as the final products are approached and completed (Denzin and Lincoln 1998,
180; Silverman 2000, 143). This section describes how the data for this study were
collected and what was done to the data prior to the final analysis.
Preparation of the research design and planning of the interviews took quite a lot of time,
even though I was familiar with the research subject from a practical point of view.
According to Gummesson (1991, 12), the pre-understanding of academic researchers
traditionally takes the form of theories, models, and techniques; generally they lack
institutional knowledge, like knowledge of the conditions in a specific company,
industry, or market. A lack of pre-understanding will cause the researcher to spend a
considerable amount of time gathering basic information, and in any case, most of the
information will not be obtainable outside the company or organization being studied.
Thus, the term “pre-understanding” is used to refer to a researcher’s existing knowledge,
insights, and experience prior to the research, while “understanding” is the knowledge
that develops during the study (Gummesson 1991, 50). Understanding usually emerges
gradually in the course of the fieldwork as the researcher overcomes the initial
bewilderment with a new or unusual language and system of social meaning. Once the
researcher attains an understanding of the interviewee’s point of view, the next step is to
learn how to think and act within that perspective (Neuman 2000, 355). This is why
Gummersson (1991, 51) considers it vital for academic researchers who study
entrepreneurs, for example, to have personal experience from working in a similar
position of responsibility in which they have had to make and implement decisions.
According to Straus and Corbin (1998, 59), personal experience and prior knowledge
sensitize the researcher to significant problems and issues in the data, and allow him/her
to see alternative explanations and to recognize the properties and dimensions of
emergent concepts.
My own practical experience of entrepreneurship and familiarity with the research
phenomenon proved very helpful indeed in various phases of the study – in planning the
themes of the interviews, in discussions with the entrepreneurs, in interpreting the
findings, and in drawing the conclusions. Still, apart from its many positive effects,
personal experience may also have some negative influence. Sometimes it may be
difficult to study a phenomenon that is very close to one’s own life. For instance, if the
researcher’s own feelings are temporarily negative or if he/she has lost belief in the
subject of the research – in this case, in family entrepreneurship – this may influence the
researcher’s interpretation of the respondents’ interviews. In the case of this study,
however, my personal experience was a definite asset because the lifestyle of the
entrepreneurs was already familiar to me and the multiplicity of the phenomenon well
realized. In any case, pre-understanding helps the researcher to get a clear picture of the
problem area and to understand what the respondents are talking about.
In organizational or entrepreneurial research it is normally not easy to gain access to the
studied firms or to understand the culture or language of the interviewees. That was not a
problem in this study, since it was easy for me as an “insider” to discuss the various
themes with the interviewees: the atmosphere was informal and natural, and the
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discussion moved on freely. In her study on horticultural entrepreneurs, Levander (1998,
37) also points out that it is important for all parties in an interview to share common
cultural ground. Neuman (2000, 355) sees such personal, subjective experiences as part
of the field data, valuable both in themselves and in interpreting the events in the field.
Instead of trying to be objective and to eliminate personal reactions, field researchers
should treat their feelings towards the field events as research data. A qualitative case
study requires description of the whole research process, because there are no exact data
to be analyzed. The entire process, covering the interviews and their transcriptions, the
personal contacts, and the personality and experiences of both the respondents and the
researcher, comprises the data that must be analyzed and interpreted.
It is also important to have informants to help to locate potential interviewees and to
make the settings favourable for the interviews. An informant is an insider, a member of
the group being studied. The informant is familiar with its culture and has years of
experience in that culture, is a key actor in the fieldwork, and develops relations and
gives information about the field (Gummesson  1991, 28; Denzin and Lincoln 1998, 59;
Hirsjärvi and Hurme 2000, 59; Neuman 2000, 374). The interviewees for this study were
found with help of one principal informant, a K-retailer himself and also one of the
respondents.
A letter was mailed to potential interviewees (Appendix 2), in which I introduced myself
and my family’s experience as K-retailers. Reference was also made to the principal
informant, who is very well-known among K-retailers. The telephone numbers of both
the informant and the researcher were also attached in case the interviewees wanted more
information about participating in the study.  All those who were asked to take part were
interested in giving an interview. Only two of the wives were unwilling to be interviewed
although both were working in the family enterprise. They wanted their husbands to take
care of the “public side” of the business and preferred to stay in the background
themselves.
All the interviews were conducted during the spring of 1999 (February to April). The
informant couple were interviewed at my house and during one weekend trip, one of the
wives was interviewed in her home, and all the other interviews were conducted in the
retailers’ store-offices. Grocery retailers tend to be very busy and their offices can be
restless, but all the interviewees tried to calm the situation down for a couple of hours.
Although there were a few interruptions during some of the interviews, the discussion
was usually resumed as if there had been no interruption.
The interviews were started by filling a “fact sheet” (Appendix 3), a page at the
beginning of the written notes with information such as date and place of the interview,
characteristics of the interviewee, content of the interview, and so on (Neuman 2000,
368). The fact sheet included some detailed data on the household, family, and enterprise
of the interviewees. This first part of the interview was not recorded. According to
Hirsjärvi and Hurme (2000, 66) it is not always necessary to discuss all the topics – some
can be asked using a short questionnaire. Once the fact sheet had been filled in, the
remainder of the interview was recorded. I also made some written notes during the
interviews, which proved valuable as the tapes were sometimes of poor quality. Thus, in
transcribing the interviews it was possible to check from the notes what was said in a
certain situation, if the voice on the tape was blurred.
To build trust and to encourage the interviewees to open up, an interviewer can share
his/her background with the respondents and encourage and guide them to express
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themselves in the way in which they normally speak, think, and organize reality (Neuman
2000, 370). Accordingly, to make the atmosphere relaxed and unreserved, I first told the
respondents about my own experience of entrepreneurship and why I had become
interested in studying family businesses. It is easier to lead an informal discussion with
interviewees about a topic if the researcher is familiar with the matters discussed
(Varamäki 2001, 34). After some introductory “small-talk”, the tape recorder was
switched on and the rest of the conversation was recorded. Soon the interviewees became
relaxed and the tape recorder did not seem to disturb them. My role as a researcher also
was swept aside after I told the respondents about my own experiences as an
entrepreneur. The role of researcher was replaced by that of a business family member.
My feeling was that it was almost like as if I had met the respondents quite by accident
and we had just started to talk about everyday life, as two members of business families
would do.
Eighteen persons were interviewed for this study, and the interviews took two to three
hours each. Only in two cases both spouses of the couple were interviewed together.
Consequently, the total length of the tape recordings is nearly 30 hours. Usually free
conversation tends to yield almost too much material, but the use of preplanned themes in
the discussion made it easier to handle and analyze the material. It has been pointed out
that once a theoretical category has been saturated, it is unnecessary to collect further
information (Glaser and Strauss 1967 ref. Piotrkowski 1979, 297). Ten cases proved to
be sufficient in this study, since the “story of the retailer family” began to shape after
these cases had been interviewed. As the conversations and the stories told by the
respondents naturally followed the themes that had been assumed to be relevant
beforehand, the saturation point was determined to be reached at these ten cases. The
viewpoint of lifecycle thinking was present in all the interviews, since it was expected to
be theoretically important. Afterwards, towards the end of the analysis process, the
subject of succession came up as another potential topic of study. It might have been
interesting to include some cases representing an ongoing succession process. However,
it was not possible to continue with the interviews later on because the chain system had
just been renewed and the respondents would have been in a far different situation than in
1999. It would perhaps also have been difficult to find these cases, since business
families in a succession situation may be going through hard times and would hardly
want anyone to probe into their private lives.
As described above, the interviews were semi-structured but in most cases it turned out
that as the interviewees were telling their own stories, the themes came up automatically
without any major prompting by the interviewer. Steyaerd and Bouwen  (1997, 50-60)
call this type of situation in which the interviewer does not follow a checklist of
questions but suggests that the interviewees tell their story, a “storytelling interview”.
Interviewing can be seen as a situation where the researcher elicits stories from the
interviewees: the interviewer intervenes and generates rather than collects data. But, as
Dennzin and Lincoln (1998, 170) observe, even if the stories are so compelling that the
respondents are permitted to speak for themselves, the researcher must not stop there
because the researcher’s task is to discover and construct meaning into those texts. Field
texts are, in general, not constructed with a reflective intent. Rather, according to Denzin
and Lincoln, they are close to experiences, tend to be descriptive, and are shaped around
particular events. Research texts are quite far from field texts and grow out of the
repeated asking of questions concerning meaning and significance.
In this study, one respondent and his wife also interviewed me after the “official”
interview was over. They wanted to know how certain situations had been solved in our
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family enterprise and household. The discussion was very fruitful for this study, although
it was not recorded. It increased my understanding and gave more insight into the
situation of the entrepreneur.
In the transcription of the tapes, I was assisted by a research assistant, a university
student who had previous experience of transcription work. Using another person’s help
in transcription is one way to improve the reliability of the study (Varamäki 2001, 35). I
transcribed two of the interviews myself, since making one’s own transcripts gives an
important opportunity to relive the interview and become substantially more familiar
with the data (Maycut and Morehouse 1994, 101). The data have to be listened to over
and over again, and the study material has to be collected and analyzed partly at same
time (Koskinen 1995, 60-63). The qualitative research process is not so simple as in
causal quantitative studies, as the different stages of the process are overlapping or
cannot be separated from each other. The function of the literature also differs, and in
qualitative research the literature is mainly read after data collection while the analysis is
going on. There is not even a precise, clearly defined research problem at the time the
collection and analysis of the data starts. The fact that qualitative research cannot be
planned beforehand usually leads to a huge body of collected data. According to
Ehrnrooth (1990, 39), the general tendency is to collect too much data too early. He
states that it is important to have preliminary questions, to decide the rules by which to
handle the data, and also to create preliminary rules for interpreting the data before
collection is started.
According to Holstein and Gubrium (2002, 125), writing up the findings from interview
data is, in itself, an analytically active enterprise. They say that rather than adhering to
ideal of letting the data “speak for themselves”, the active analyst empirically documents
the meaning-making process. With ample illustration and reference to records of talk, the
researcher describes the complex discursive activities through which respondents
produce meaning. The goal is to explicate how meanings, their linkages and horizons, are
constituted both in relation to, and within, the interview environment. The researcher’s
reports do not summarize and organize what interview participants have said, as much as
they deconstruct participants’ talk to show the reader both the hows and whats of the
narrative dramas conveyed, which increasingly mirrors an interview society.
Coding data has also a different meaning and role in qualitative than in quantitative
research. The raw data must be organized into conceptual categories and the themes or
concepts created. These categories, concepts, and themes are then used in analyzing the
data. Qualitative coding is an integral part of data analysis, which is guided by the
research problem and leads to new questions. This frees the researcher from
entanglement in the details of the raw data and encourages higher-level thinking about
them. It can also help with generalizations and with identifying the theory. (Neuman
2000, 420) In this study, no computer program was used in analyzing the interviews.
Manual coding and analysis was preferable, since the aim was not to seek any precise
concepts. The transcriptions were read over carefully and the different themes were
marked with different colours. It was difficult to use pre-structured coding of the data
because the interviewees told their stories in their own order and in their own words. In
the interviews the themes became mixed, and in a situation in which “everything affects
everything” it is hard to make any precise structural patterns on the basis of the stories.
The case study method and informal interviews generate masses of information, and it
may sometimes be difficult to determine what data to include in the study and what to
discard (Chetty 1996, 77, 81). Alasuutari (1999, 40) suggests that in reducing the data
they must be examined from only one theoretic-methodological viewpoint at a time. In
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doing this, it is important to pay particular attention to what is essential from the point of
view of the theoretical framework of the study and from the viewpoint of each research
question. While much of the analysis process consists of reduction and division of data
into smaller pieces, the final goal is the emergence of a larger picture (Creswell 1994,
154).
The process also involved combining the interviews of the spouses of each case. After
this, the data were rewritten, first theme by theme in each case. Then the themes from all
the cases were collected together (cross-case thematizing) to see what had been said
about each theme. The preliminary idea was to analyze and report the findings by
themes, but it turned out that this kind of analysis did not answer the research questions.
Reporting had to be done differently to really find the answers to the questions. The new
reporting model was to describe the cases, analyze them, and then make a cross-case
analysis by examining each research question separately.
Part of the data were collected by means of SWOT-analyses (the acronym stands for
strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats). A SWOT-analysis was compiled for
each case on the basis of separate SWOT-analyses made by each spouse. This analysis
method is commonly used in marketing, and the idea is to find the point at which the
strengths of a firm coincide with the best opportunities in the marketplace. The analysis
outlines a unit’s differential strengths and weaknesses and its present and future threats.
(Blois 2000, 444 and 462)  The SWOT-analyses of the cases are presented in connection
with the case vignettes, which describe the cases based on the three-circle model of
family entrepreneurship. First, there is a description of the family structure, then of
ownership structure, the family members and their work roles, and the division of labour
in each of the cases. Finally, the SWOT-analyses made by the spouses are presented in
the case vignettes. The case vignettes describe those characteristics that were considered
most informative in each individual case. The next section introduces the cases by giving
a short case profile of each one of them. These initial profiles are rechecked and modified
in the interpretation process into the final case vignettes in Chapter 5.
4.5 Description of the interviewees
The empirical data for this case-study research were collected in personal semi-
structured interviews of K-retailers and their spouses. The data included 10 interviews
with K-retailers and 8 with retailers’ wives. The cases were numbered randomly. The
letter H in the text stands for the husband and the letter W for the wife. In case number 1,
the husband is H1 and the wife W1, and the case is referred to as HW1. Table 4 offers
some basic information and facts on the interviewees and their enterprises. More detailed
descriptions are given in Chapter 5 where the cases are also analyzed
In Table 4:
1) Column 1 tells the number of cases.
2) Column 2 tells the code number of the interviewee. Two of the wives did not
give an interview, but they are listed in this table, too.
3) Column 3 shows the age of the interviewees.
4) Column 4 tells the number of children and their ages. The children’s gender
was not omitted from the interviews because it was not considered important.
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Later it turned out, however, that it would have been interesting to know the
genders of the children as well, since Lansberg (1999, 83) has argued that the
number of children, their genders, and their ages, are the givens around which
any plan of succession must be organized.
5) The first number in Column 5 shows for how many years the retailer has been
an entrepreneur. Since many of the interviewees started their business in
another store, the second number tells how many years the entrepreneur has
run his present store.
6) Column 6 gives the corporate form and division of ownership within the
family. Usually when a K-retailer starts his/her business, the first store is a
one-man business, or proprietorship. In a proprietorship the entrepreneur has
unlimited liability, which means that the owner has legal responsibility for all
the debts of the firm up to an amount equal to the entire wealth of the owner.
If a proprietorship is unable to settle its debts, the owner’s personal property
can be claimed by those to whom the firm owes money. (Parkin 1990, 208)
The entrepreneur’s spouse is not liable unless he/she has given his/her
property as security for the firm’s loans. In a proprietorship it is not possible
to pay any salary to the family members. After a couple of years, when
business has become established, the proprietorship can be changed into a
limited liability company. In this corporate form, the owners have limited
liability, which means that they have legal liability only for the value of their
initial investment. Here too, however, the entrepreneur is often responsible for
the firm’s loans, since he/she is usually obligated to set his/her property as
security for the loans. The family members can be shareholders in a limited
liability company, and also get salary if they are working for the firm. Column
6 also tells the percentage of share capital belonging to the husband and the
percentage belonging to the wife (or other family member). One of the cases
is a partnership company where two partners own the firm – in this particular
case, the retailer and his mother.
7) Column 7 gives the number of employees working in the store. This does not
include the entrepreneur or his wife or other family members. In Citymarket
stores, where the entrepreneur is in charge of food sales while non-food is
mainly sold by the chain organization, there are also two kinds of personnel:
those employed by the K-retailer and those who are employees of Kesko. The
number of employees tells the number of persons working for the K-retailer,
some of whom can be part-time and some full-time workers.
8) Column 8 indicates the number of children of the family who work in the
store. Mostly they were working part-time or only in the summertime. Those
listed in the table were getting paid for their job, but almost all the
entrepreneurs said the younger children also sometimes helped in the store.
9) Column 9 shows the number of other relatives working in the store. Some of
the entrepreneurs said they would never want other relatives than their own
family members to work for them. However, some retailers who came from
entrepreneurial families said they had always some relative working for them,
and their own children were also going to train in the enterprises of other
relatives.
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Table 4: Some facts on the interviewees and their enterprises.
1)
Case
No.
2)
Person
inter-
viewed
3)
Age
4)
No. of
child-
ren
 (ages)
5)
Years as
entrepreneur
/in present
store
6)
Company
form/
Owner-ship
7)
No.
of
empl.
*)
8)
No. of
child-
ren
helping
9)
 No.
of other
relatives
helping
1 H1 42 (19,16,7) 5 / 5 Ltd. 50% 90 +
50
1 3
W1 35 Ltd. 50%
2 H2 43 3
(14,10,5)
20 / 4
(3rd
generation)
Ltd. 100% 25 1 -
W2 39 -
3 H3 34 2 (3,4) 4 / 4 Proprietor-
ship 100%
2 + 5 - -
W3 29 -
4 H4 51 3 (21,
19,14)
23/3 Ltd. 90 % 50 2 -
W4 48 Ltd. 10%
5 H5 40 3  (18,
15,8)
12 / 5
(2nd
generation)
Ltd. 50% 16 2 2+
W5**) 39 Ltd. 50%
6 H6 40 2  (6,4) 11(19) / 4
(2nd
generation)
Partnership
(with mother)
6 - -
W6 31 - -
7 H7 52 2  (32,27) 20 / 1 Proprietor-
ship 100%
5 1 -
W7 50 -
8 H8 50 3  (25,
23,12)
23 / 12 Ltd. 80% 46 +
90
2 -
W8 53 Ltd. 20%
9 H9 52 4  (25, 22,
18, 16)
0.5 / 0.5 Proprietor-
ship 100%
4 1 -
W9 44 (3rd
generation)
-
10 H10 48 1 (19) 3 / 1
(2nd
generation)
Ltd. 55% 30 1
-
W10 **) 50 Ltd.  45%
*) Total number of employees (incl. part-time workers); first number gives number of firm’s own
employees, second number those whose salary comes from the chain or from other firms.
**) Not interviewed.
The study data include two cases representing five different K-retailer chains, but the
chain in question is not indicated here. No information about the sales of the stores is
included since this information might have jeopardized the anonymity of the respondents.
4.6 Analysis of qualitative data
According to Straus and Corbin (1998, 12-13), qualitative research comprises three major
components: 1) data, which can come from various sources such as interviews,
observations, documents, etc.; 2) procedures that researchers can use to interpret and
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organize the data: conceptualizing, reducing, elaborating, and relating, which altogether
mean coding, as well as other procedures like non-statistical sampling, writing of memos,
and diagramming; 3) written and verbal reports. In this section the focus is mainly on the
procedures that can be used in interpreting and analyzing the data.
Many types of research and analysis strategies can be applied in qualitative research
(Creswell 1994, 153). There probably is no “right” way of describing and analyzing
qualitative data, although the process is quite similar in all types of qualitative research.
The different strategies can also be applied together or implemented quite freely. Still,
there are some features specific to each type of qualitative research. The type of research
determines what is observed and where the focus is in the analysis. For instance, content
analysis focuses on texts, discourse analysis on discussions, grounded theory on creating
a theory from the data, and phenomenography focuses on people’s opinions of the world
around them. It could be said that the types of research represent the strategy, while the
types of analyses represent the tactics. (Hirsjärvi and Hurme 2000, 152.)
In general, data analysis means a search for patterns in the data – recurrent behaviours,
objects, or pieces of knowledge. Data analysis involves examining, sorting, categorizing,
evaluating, comparing, synthesizing, and contemplating the coded data as well as
reviewing the raw and recorded data. In many respects, qualitative data are more difficult
to deal with than data in the form of numbers. Qualitative analysis requires more effort
by the individual researcher to read and reread data notes, reflect on what is read, and
make comparisons based on logic and judgment. Most forms of qualitative data analysis
also involve coding and writing analytic memos. Both are labour-intensive efforts by the
researcher: reading the data carefully and thinking them over seriously. (Neuman 2000,
426, 441.)  Spiggle (1994) has written about how researchers using qualitative techniques
move between data and inferences, conceptualizations, and representations of data. The
analysis refers to the processes used to connect the empirical and conceptual domains in
research. The manipulation of data can be described through analytic operations. And
finally, by describing the analytic operations the researcher can report how the inference
and conclusions were arrived at.
According to Yin (1991, 105), the analysis of case study evidence is one of the least
developed and most difficult aspects of doing case studies. He also argues that, too many
times, investigators start case studies without having the foggiest notion about how the
evidence is to be analyzed. Yin suggests that there are two general strategies to analyze
the evidence. The first is to follow the theoretical propositions that led to the case study.
The second is to develop a descriptive framework for organizing the case study. After
having chosen a general strategy several specific analytic strategies can be used. Yin
mentions three strategies: pattern-matching, explanation-building and time-series
analysis, as effective ways of laying the groundwork for high-quality case studies. There
are also other strategies that alone are incomplete ways of doing case study analysis and
must be used in conjunction with one of the other techniques in order to be effective.
Among such procedures that have to be supplemented with other procedures he mentions
analyzing embedded units, making repeated observations, and doing case surveys. (Yin
1991, 105-125.)
Here it was not possible to apply the strategy of following any theoretical propositions in
the absence of precise propositions at the time of data collection and the start of the
analysis process. Developing a descriptive framework was, therefore, a more suitable
strategy with a view to the purpose of this study. The explanation-building strategy was
also partly applied. The goal was to analyze the case study data by building explanations
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around each case. In the explanation-building strategy, the case study evidence is first
examined, theoretical positions are revised, and the evidence is examined once again
from a new perspective in an iterative mode. When applied to multiple-case studies the
explanation-building process also means conducting a cross-case analysis, not simply an
analysis of each individual case. (Yin 1991, 113-115.) The pattern-matching logic
compares patterns based on the results of the empirical study with patterns predicted
from theory or the literature (Yin 1991, 109; Creswell 1994, 156). This study makes use
of the pattern-matching logic as well. According to Creswell (1994, 94), in qualitative
research, regardless of the design type – whether the theories are called patterns,
grounded theories, generalizations, or holistic pictures – the methodological use of some
larger explanation must fit into the logic of an inductive research process.
The primary purpose of a theory is to explain, and theoretical explanations are logical
arguments that tell why something occurs. An explanation refers to general rules or
principles which are researcher’s theoretical arguments of connections between concepts.
The most common type of explanation is the causal explanation that is used when the
relationship is one of cause and effect. (Neuman 2000, 51-52.) A structural explanation
is one that is commonly used with functional and pattern theories. A researcher making a
structural explanation uses a set of interconnected assumptions, concepts, and
relationships. Instead of causal statements he/she uses metaphors or analogies so that the
relationships “make sense”. The concepts and relations within the theory form a mutually
reinforcing system.
In structural explanations, the researcher specifies a sequence of phases or identifies
essential parts that form an interlocked whole. Functional theorists explain an event by
locating it within a larger ongoing, balanced social system. The phenomenon is explained
by identifying its function within a larger system or the need it fulfills in that system.
Functional explanations are in the form: “L occurs because it serves needs in system M.”
Theorists assume that a system will operate to stay in equilibrium and to continue over
time. (Neuman 2000, 57-58.) According to the functional theory of social change over
time, a social system or society moves through developmental stages, becoming
increasingly differentiated and more complex. It evolves a specialized division of labour
and develops greater individualism. These developments create greater efficiency for the
system as whole. Specialization and individualism create temporary disruptions. The
traditional ways of doing things weaken, but new social relations emerge, and the system
generates new ways to fulfill functions or satisfy its needs. (Neuman 2000, 57-58.)
In quantitative studies, theory is used deductively and placed toward the beginning of the
plan for the study. The objective is to test or verify a theory rather than to develop it
(Creswell 1994, 87; Maycut and Morehouse 1994, 127). Bygrave (1989, 17-18) believes
that the classic dissertation model is seldom the most suitable format for an emerging
paradigm such as entrepreneurship, because it is too rigid. Entrepreneurship is an infant
paradigm and needs inspired inductive logic (or, more likely, enlightened speculations)
applied to exploratory empirical research more than deductive reasoning from theory. In
inductive qualitative approaches, the use of theory is not clear and what becomes
important to analyze emerges from the data themselves (Maycut and Morehouse 1994,
127). Qualitative researchers hope to discover a theory that is grounded in the
information obtained from informants (Creswell 1994, 93). According to Hirsjärvi and
Hurme (2000, 150), qualitative research has an inductive stage but also a deductive stage
when the interpretation of the data occurs. In the inductive stage, the data are coded and
worked out into different categories. In the deductive stage, the researcher examines the
categories based on his/her thinking and perspectives.
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Qualitative researchers remain open to the unexpected, are willing to change the direction
or focus of the research project, and may abandon their original research question in the
middle of the project (Neuman 2000, 146; Alasuutari 1999, 277). The inductive method
means that theory is built from data or grounded in the data. Moreover, co nceptualization
and operationalization occur simultaneously with data collection and preliminary data
analysis. Grounded theory is commonly used in qualitative research; it makes qualitative
research flexible and lets the data and theory interact. (Neuman 2000, 146.)
Of course, also in qualitative studies there must be some theoretical basis on which the
research plan and the research questions are laid at the outset of the study. When this
study was begun, I had some vague concepts to start with and a few ideas about the
operation of the household-enterprise complex. The aim was not to test these ideas but to
refine the concepts and to find out the relationships within the complex. Usually,
researchers have a certain perspective (pre-understanding) when they begin to analyze
their data (Hirsjärvi and Hurme 2000, 169). The viewpoint here is a “marital couple
perspective”, which forms the basis of the interpretation.
The word “interpretation” means assigning significance or coherent meaning to data. A
researcher conducting a qualitative study interprets the data by giving them meaning,
translating them, making them understandable. However, the meaning given is based on
the point of view of the individuals being studied. The researcher interprets the data by
finding out how the subjects of study see the world, how they define their situation, or
what it means to them.
The first step in qualitative interpretation is to learn the meaning of the spoken words or
the behaviour of those being studied. This is called first-order interpretation. The
researcher’s discovery and reconstruction of this first-order interpretation is second-order
interpretation. A researcher who adopts a strict interpretive approach may stop at second-
order interpretation when he/she understands the significance of the action of the study
subjects. Many qualitative researchers go even further to generalize or link the second-
order interpretation to general theory and so move to a broader level of interpretation, or
third-order interpretation, where a researcher assigns general theoretical significance to
the data. (Neuman 2000, 148.)
The last step in data analysis is to write about what has been heard, seen and, finally,
understood, to create the harmonic sound of data merging into narrative form to make
sense of the phenomenon that has been studied. Writing up the report is part of the
analytic process. Pondering the substance and sequence of the report requires a
rethinking of the data, and often yields new insights and understanding. (Maycut and
Morehouse 1994, 145.)
Yet, as Yin (1991, 133-134) remarks, there are numerous varieties of how to report case
studies. Many entrepreneurial studies consist of portraits, cases, stories, and biographies
of (un)successful entrepreneurs and (un)fortunate entrepreneurial firms. To cite Steyaert
and Bouwen (1997, 47): “Stories and biographies of entrepreneurs and their companies
are registered either in a scientific or more popular versions as founder’s stories, life
stories, autographs, success stories, quasi-hagiographies, or as painful accounts of failure,
loss, and bankruptcy. The idea of qualitative case study work is to write a thick
description of a field experience that can stimulate understanding and theoretical insight,
and not to control the research process according to the principles of hypothesis-testing
research.”
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This is a multiple-case study, and the report on the analysis of the data is structured as
follows: First, there are descriptions of the individual cases and short case analysis of
each (Sections 5.1.1-5.1.10). This is followed by a brief cross-case analysis of the
lifecycle stages of the cases (Section 5.2). Then there is a chapter covering the cross-case
analysis and the results of the study (Chapter 6). Actually, this study contains several
cross-case sections in which the cases are analyzed with respect to the research questions.
4.7 Analysis process in this study
After having formulated the general framework and the preliminary research questions
for the study, I began to plan and formulate the themes of the interviews (see Section
4.3). These were partly based on my pre-understanding and everyday experiences as a
retailer, and partly on the theoretical framework. The data were collected in semi-
structured interviews as described in Section 4.2. The interviews were transcribed
verbatim (about 20 pages per respondent). The data analysis process in qualitative does
not come after data gathering (Silverman 2000, 121) but rather, it is a process that goes
on throughout the research. In this study the conscious and concrete analysis started
immediately following the transcription of the data. The analysis was made at many
levels: first, respondent by respondent, then case by case, theme by theme, again case by
case (Section 5.1), and finally, after the research questions had been developed to their
final form, also research question by research question.
The interview transcriptions of the husband and the wife of each case were then
combined. Now I had a huge volume of text, and so it had to be reduced. A reduction
process involves reducing the information according to certain patterns, categories, or
themes, and then interpreting this information by using some schema (Creswell 1994,
154). Data in this kind of study can be analyzed using various strategies and techniques,
but, as Touliatos and Compton (1988, 248) argue, these strategies for data analysis are
not well formulated. In this study, the transcriptions were first examined by a content
analysis, after which the different themes of the interviews were picked out, and the
transcriptions were analyzed further using thematic coding.
Qualitative content analysis is a tool for analyzing different subjective viewpoints
collected in semi-structured interviews (Flick 1998, 193). However, although the method
is limited to a certain theoretical background it will be strongly marked by the ideals of
quantitative methodology – especially if the technique of explicative content analysis is
used – but without really reaching the depths of the text. In this study, the data were
classified first by making a synthesis of the interview themes and those that emerged
from the gathered data. In the second round, the sentences and paragraphs which
represented relevant issues were colour-coded in the text (Creswell 1994, 155; Varamäki,
2001, 32). I did not use a computer program in the analysis because the themes were so
broad and often overlapped. Even though manual data analysis can be time-consuming, it
may sometimes give a better understanding of the studied issues than a computer
program (Chetty 1996, 81).
The second stage in the data analysis was thematizing.  In this connection it meant that
the themes used in the interviews and the new themes that had arisen in the discussions
were picked out and analyzed theme by theme. The analysis by themes was made
following the literature, theories, and earlier studies. Nevertheless, it seemed that the
theme-by-theme analysis – although useful – was not adequate. The themes matched with
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theory, but did not give any new perspective to the phenomenon. Even though
thematizing is an important analysis instrument, it is usually not sufficient for a complete
analysis (Hirsjärvi and Hurme 2000, 169-173; Katila 2000, 52; Lampela-Kivistö 2000,
76-79). After realizing this, I moved on to analyze the data case by case.
Thematic coding is helpful in analyzing semi-structured-interviews particularly in case
studies (Flinc (1998, 188). Thematic coding means producing a short description of each
case, which is then continuously rechecked and modified as necessary in the course of
further interpretation of the case. This case description also includes some statement
typical of the interview, a short description of the case from the standpoint of the
research problem, and the central views expressed by the interviewee about the research
issue. Such a description may further include the interviewee’s age, profession, number
of children, etc., if relevant for the study. The information given in the case descriptions
of this study comprise demographic facts and other data deemed imperative to
characterize each case (information on ownership, employees, company form, age of
firm, etc.). Family structure is illustrated in the form of a diagram. The case vignettes are
based on these case descriptions. Once the final case analysis is complete, these case
profiles or case vignettes form one part of the study results. It is important to conduct a
case analysis for all the cases to preserve all meaningful relations with the topic of the
study. The analysis involves developing a system of categories, first for each individual
case, and after these first case analyses, cross-checking the developed categories and
thematic domains pertaining to each case. A thematic structure emerges from this cross-
checking, which underlies the analysis of further cases. After the case analyses have
shown some essential thematic domains for understanding the phenomenon under
consideration, it is then possible to compare the definitions and coding from all cases.
As the data of this study consist of transcriptions (stories) of discussions with
interviewees, the analysis also drew some inspiration from phenomenography.
Phenomenography is not a method but a way to identify, formulate, and operationalize
the research questions. In phenomenography, the interpretations and conclusions are
drawn from empirical data collected by interviews which differ somewhat from normal
interviews because the interviewer attempts to make the respondent conscious of the
phenomenon and its essence (Hirsjärvi and Hurme 2000, 168). Phenomenography is
common in pedagogics but can also be used in other fields where the focus is on the way
people understand certain phenomena or concepts (Leskinen 1999, 143) – like family
entrepreneurship in this study. Syrjälä et al. (1996, 125-128) suggest that
phenomenographical research proceeds like a spiral. First, there is some theoretical
background, then collection and interpretation of empirical data, followed by a
modification of the theory through a dialogue with the data, and classification and
interpretation of the data against the new theoretical context. When the interpretation has
revealed the ideas or points of view of the respondents, the next step is to classify the
meanings of the ideas. It is this classification that makes the data understandable and
explains the ideas and the meaning of the ideas. When the researcher has interpreted the
meanings of the respondents’ ideas, he/she draws conclusions about the theoretical
significance of the ideas and the study.
In this study, the interviewees dealt with such issues as had been anticipated beforehand
on the basis of the literature and my pre-understanding of the subject. When I examined
whether any new themes had been brought up in the interviews, I found several
references to certain contributory or critical factors that appeared to influence the
functioning and development of the household-enterprise complex. Factors like gender
roles and the division of labour within the family and the family firm, the economic
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interdependence of the household and the family firm, the different needs and challenges
concerning both the family and the business, and the role of the chain, were repeated in
all of the case interviews. So, the cases were re-examined with respect to these problem
areas, and as the analysis process went on the main research questions began to evolve
and take a more specified form.
In the discussions, family matters tended to be stressed more by the wives, whereas the
husbands dealt more with issues related to the firm and the chain. Like Bristor (1995,
216) has noted, men and women use different types of relationship messages to achieve
desired outcomes. Men seem to want facts and have a need to solve problems in their
interactions, while women seek empathy and understanding. Nevertheless, both the
spouses discussed the themes that were on the “agenda”, and unless they were asked to
give additional specifications on some points, the interviews were more like free
discussions.
To get a picture of the whole, the transcriptions of all the cases were reread many times
over during the two-year period that the analysis process took (there was a break of
almost a year and a half in the study, but from time to time the data were to “revive”,
reminding me of my research). Some of the cases yielded more information or
information on a different area than the others, and one of the cases proved especially
informative. It was examined carefully to find out why this particular case was so
interesting. After scrutinizing the data of this case, I noted that both the lifecycle of the
entrepreneur, the lifecycle of the firm, as well as the development of the chain were
exceptionally clarifying with respect to the most relevant themes, which led me to realize
that the essential theoretical setup of the study could be built on lifecycle thinking. The
retailer couple in question had lived through various stages in the lifecycle of the family,
and also their firm undergone many different development stages. The retailer himself
analyzed his family situation, his career, his personal development, and the “birth of the
chain” so clearly and analytically that the interview material lent itself readily to
examination and interpretation. All the other cases could be reflected on the basis of this
one. This case “opened my eyes” to theoretical considerations, and so the primary
starting point for analyzing the whole data came to be based on lifecycle models.
As the reading process went on, it became evident that all of the cases were helpful and
contributed to an understanding of the development of a retailer’s career as an
entrepreneur and also the development of the household-enterprise complex. The older
the respondent, the more he/she could provide information, obviously because they had
personal experience from a variety of lifecycle stages. Similarly, for a person in his/her
fifties it was usually time to make an inventory of his/her life. Nonetheless, all the cases
were analyzed and each one rendered important information about family
entrepreneurship. The retailers’ stories followed the lifecycle of the firm and the stories
of the wives traced the lifecycle of the family. It was also possible to examine a certain
theme in different situations and in different lifecycle stages, as the respondents
represented various stages in their career and in their family life. This enabled me to
study the development of family entrepreneurship as if from the viewpoint of a
longitudinal study.
The cases were then positioned into the three-dimensional developmental model of
family entrepreneurship (Gersick et al. 1997, 17) and the process continued with an
analysis of the life cycle stages of each case. It turned out that the single-generation
lifecycle model (Ward 1987) was suitable for use in this study, since in all of the studied
cases, control over the firm was in the hands of one generation.
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The final stage of the analysis process was a cross-case analysis in relation to the
research questions of the study. The aim was to find potential similarities within each
lifecycle stage and potential differences between each stage. After this, the conclusions
of the cross-case analysis and of the results were drawn. The case vignettes are presented
in Section 5.1 and the corresponding analyses in Section 5.3. There are quite a few
citations from the interviews presented in connection with the case descriptions to
explain the interpretation I have made (Hirsjärvi and Hurme 2000, 194).
The purpose of this study is to create a holistic view of the household-enterprise complex
of K-retailers, which is why the interviews were conducted using themes that could be
expected to be of relevance. But to do this, the huge body of information and data
obtained had first to be broken down into smaller pieces, or themes in this study, in order
to reach the final goal – the emergence of a larger, holistic picture of the phenomenon.
4.8 Reliability and validity of the study and generalization of the results
Reliability refers to replicability, or the extent to which scientific observations can be
repeated and the same results obtained. In practice, there are many non-controllable
factors and changes in the environment and the situation that complicate such
replications. Qualitative methods are generally acknowledged to be more accurate in
terms of validity, whereas quantitative methods are considered to be better in terms of
reliability or replicability  (Scrimshaw 1990, 89). Yin (1991, 45) argues that reliability in
qualitative research means ensuring that, if a later investigator followed exactly the same
procedures as described by an earlier investigator and conducted the same case study
over again, the later investigator would arrive at the same findings and conclusions (the
emphasis being on studying the same case over again, not on replicating the results of
one case by doing another case study).
Authenticity rather than reliability is often the issue in qualitative research. The aim is
usually to gather an “authentic” understanding of people’s experiences, and it is believed
that “open-ended” questions are the most effective route towards this end (Silverman
1993, 10). Instead of assuming one single, objective truth, qualitative study assumes that
interviewees interpret their experiences subjectively within a social context. What an
interviewee takes to be true, results from social interaction and interpretation. Thus, high-
quality field data capture such processes and provide an understanding of the
interviewee’s viewpoint. (Neuman 2000, 368.)  A researcher can go different ways to
increase the reliability of his/her data and interpretations. One way to evaluate the
reliability of data and interpretations is to assess the quality of recording and
documenting the data (Flick 1999, 223).
Reliability in field research depends on the researcher’s insight, awareness, suspicions,
and questions. Field researchers are dependent on what interviewees tell them. This
makes the credibility of interviewees and their statements part of reliability. To check
interviewee credibility, the researcher must ask questions like: Does the person have a
reason to lie? Is he/she in a position to know this answer? What are the person’s values
and how might that shape what he/she says? Is the person just saying that to please me?
Is there anything that might inhibit his/her spontaneity? Thus, instead of evaluating each
statement to see if it is true, the field researcher attempts to find statements and actions
can be revealing from a researcher’s perspective. (Neuman 2000, 368.) The atmosphere
of confidence between myself and the interviewees in this study was based on both of us
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actually belonging to the same group – we were all members of a business family. There
was no reason to lie because the interviewees knew that I was very well familiar with the
everyday life of an entrepreneur. When people are asked about their private family life
there is always the fear that they will want to act as if everything in their life were in
perfect order (“wall of happiness”), but in this study there was no need for that. The
respondents actually wanted to say that family entrepreneurship is not an easy way of life
and that if they were satisfied and even happy right now, this does not mean that it had
always been so or would continue to be so. The respondents wanted to tell the “truth”
because they felt that people usually have too rosy a picture of their life.
To be able to assess the reliability of qualitative research, it is incumbent on the
researcher to document his/her procedure and to demonstrate that the categories used
have been used consistently (Silverman 2000, 188). Validity in field research is the
confidence placed in a researcher’s analysis and data as accurately representing the social
world in the field. Replicability is not a criterion, because field research is virtually
impossible to replicate. Essential aspects of the field change, social events and contexts
change, interviewees are different, individual researchers differ, and so on. (Neuman
2000, 369.) So, the data collection and analysis have been documented and described in
detail in this study. Should someone wish to repeat the interviews, it would be possible.
Of course, the situation has changed and the people have changed, so that the results
would never be quite the same even if I were to repeat the study myself.
Silverman (1993, 164) suggests that reliability and validity are both important in field
research. Reliability can be addressed by using standardized methods to write field notes
and prepare transcripts and, in the case of interview and textual studies, reliability can be
improved by comparing the analyses of the same data by several researchers. I have
stored the recorded interviews for this study also for future needs in another study.
It is possible to evaluate the reproducibility of qualitative research by expanding and
rethinking the meaning of the concept of reproducibility. Given the same theoretical
perspective of the original researcher, following the same general rules for data gathering
and analysis, and assuming a similar set of conditions, other researchers should be able to
come up with either the same or very similar theoretical explanations about the
phenomenon under investigation (Straus and Corbin 1998, 267). According to Mäkelä
(1990, 53), a qualitative analysis can be assessed by judging whether the reader can
follow the conclusions of the researcher and has the possibility to accept or disagree with
the researcher’s interpretations. On the other hand, in evaluating the interpretation of a
study, we must remember that an interpretation is, or can ever be, “correct” (Straus and
Corbin 1998, 60), because individuals interpret differently due to their different
experiences, different personalities, different skills, etc. The reliability of an analysis
means that the rules by which the data have been classified or interpreted are presented
so unambiguously that another researcher could arrive at the same conclusions by
following the rules.
The problem of generalization in qualitative research is that statements are often made
for a certain context or for specific cases, and are based on analyses of relations,
conditions, processes, etc., in them (Flick 1999, 233). While small-numbers research
cannot claim to provide statistical generalizations or “proof” of theory, it can, by
assuming that people are not entirely unique, generate theoretical generalizations and
significant descriptions about complex processes and relationships (Piotrkowski 1979,
290). This does not mean that data analysis is based on speculation or on vague
impressions. The analysis can be systematic and logically rigorous, although in a
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different way from quantitative or statistical analysis (Neuman 2000, 417). Yin (1991,
43) notes that survey research relies on statistical generalization, whereas studies rely on
analytical generalization. Alasuutari (1999, 248), on the other hand, suggests that in a
case study it is not a question of generalization but of extrapolation: the results must be
proportioned to some larger entities. The qualitative researcher always explicates, if the
analysis implies something else in addition to what concerns his/her own data. According
to Sulkunen (1990, 271-273), the logic in generalization in qualitative research is
different from that in quantitative research because there is usually no population to refer
to. It is not possible to make any generalizations from qualitative case study data, but
generalizations can be made from the interpretations of those data. Neither is it possible
to make any generalizations about all K-retailers from the interviews of this study. But
some generalization can be drawn from the interpretations based on the theoretical
framework of the study. It can, for instance, be assumed that K-retailers were generally
quite satisfied with their circumstances and had positive attitude towards the chain at the
time of the interviews (1999). On the other hand, the interviewed retailers were perhaps
somewhat more active in the chain and, hence, were more positive towards the chain
because of their own experiences than K-retailers overall. But, given some reservations,
their attitudes can be generalized because they represented different cases in different
situations and still shared this mutual attitude.
Syrjälä et al. (1996, 130) have defined the criteria of reliability for phenomenographic
research. The criteria concern two parts of the research: namely, data collection and
category development, and at two levels: namely, reliability and relevance. The research
is reliable if there is intersubjective trust and understanding during data collection. The
research is relevant if the researcher keeps the theoretical standpoints in mind throughout
the entire research process. In the present study, the trust certainly was there, and the
theoretical standpoints were kept in mind and were referred to in the course of the whole
analysis process.
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5  CASE VIGNETTES
5.1 Case vignettes
This chapter contains descriptions of the cases of the study, followed by a cross-case
analysis and results of the study in the next chapter. The cases are presented in the same
order as in Table 4 on page 64. According to family systems theory, the family is a whole
and unique unit with its own structure, beliefs, and patterns of relating. The family group
operates as an open, dynamic system, and each family has its unique style, cultural
requirements, role relationships, and rules or ways of dealing with stress and expressing
emotions (Whiteside et al. 1993, 17). To illustrate these unique patterns or family
systems of the cases in this study, this chapter also includes the stories of each of the
families being described. Yin (1991, 134) refers to this kind of study as a multiple-case
version of the classic single-case study, where the narratives are presented as separate
chapters or sections, dealing with each of the cases singly. Selected citations from the
interviews are attached to the case descriptions to give a better picture of the cases. The
cases – the stories and the citations – form the basis on which the interpretation develops
in the chapters following the case vignettes.
First there is a short description of the family structure, a kind of framework of family
roles and interrelationships (Bristor 1995, 68).  The family structure is illustrated by a
genogram in which the circle stands for the wife, the square for the husband, and the
rounded rectangles for the children (see, e.g., Bristor 1995, 55 and 115). The family
members living together – that is, the immediate household – are connected by bolded
lines. In this study, “family” includes all the children in the family regardless of who
their biological parents are. The age and position of each family member is given inside
the circle or square. Moreover, any individual in a family business can be placed in one
of seven sectors in the three-circle model (Gersick et al. 1997, 7; see Figure 8 in Chapter
3 of this study). The sectors describe ownership, family membership, and employment in
a family business, as shown in Table 5.
Table 5: Seven sectors describing ownership, family membership, and employment in the
three-circle-model of family business (Gersick et al. 1997, 7).
Sector 1:  Family member who is neither an owner nor an employee (family members).
Sector 2:  Shareholder who is neither a family member nor an employee (external investors).
Sector 3:  Employee who is neither an owner nor a family member (management and
employees).
Sector 4:  Owner who is also a family member but not an employee (inactive or passive
owners).
Sector 5:  Shareholder who works in the firm but is not a family member  (owner managers).
Sector 6:  Family member who is not an owner but works in the firm (family employee).
Sector 7:  Owner who is both a family member and an employee (controlling owners).
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The three-circle model is a useful tool for understanding the source of interpersonal
conflicts, role dilemmas, priorities, and boundaries in family firms. Specifying different
roles and subsystems helps to break down the complex interaction within a family
business and makes it easier to see what is actually happening, and why. The owners, the
family, and the business all naturally have different needs and want different things from
the firm. Understanding this complexity can also help us to understand the motivations,
fears, and expectations of the individuals involved in the family business system.
The case vignettes present a short situation analysis of the household-enterprise complex
of each case. According to Kotler (1999, 168), such an analysis has four components: 1)
description of the current situation, 2) a SWOT-analysis, 3) the main issues facing the
business, and 4) the main assumptions about the future. Here the SWOT-analysis of each
case illustrates the situation of the entire household-enterprise complex, not merely the
situation of the family business, at the time of the interviews. There are also some
comments on the division of labour in the family and in the business. The economic
situation of the family is commented on as the retailer couple themselves see it, but there
are no calculations or money-based systems of measurement behind the estimations. The
case vignettes also present some comments about the future and about the next
generation’s plans regarding the family business. Moreover, the family and the business
are positioned by their lifecycle stages into the three-dimensional developmental model
of family entrepreneurship (Gersick et al. 1997, 17; see Figure 9 in Chapter 3 of this
study).
The case vignettes follow a certain structure but there are some differences between the
way the cases are described. The aim is not to make a mechanical comparison of the
cases but to pick out some specific characteristics that make each case unique.
5.1.1 Case HW1
The family has had its business for five years and this is their first store. The family has a
seven-year-old daughter, and the two daughters from the husband’s first marriage also
visit the family on weekends and during holidays.
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Figure 12: Family structure in Case HW1.
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The spouses own the firm together and are both working in the business (Sector 7). The
wife works shorter hours and is alone responsible for the household and family. She
sometimes gets help with childcare and housework. The husband is the manager of the
business and the wife takes care of the paperwork and the office. The eldest daughter has
been working in the store during the summer holidays (Sector 6), but the two younger
daughters have not yet worked in the firm (Sector 1).
 H1  We spend the evenings at home together. My wife gives much of her time
to the family. I myself am pretty exhausted in the evening. I need some time
for myself in my own “corner” to leave the workday behind me. When we
used to live farther from the store I was able to do this on my way home. I had
time to think and distance myself. Holidays, then, are purely for resting. It
takes some time to really get away, but once you do you just sit back and
relax.  H1
 
The couple invested all their property into the business when they started as
entrepreneurs and have not separated their private property from the business even now.
Their main target at the moment is to make the firm economically sound, not to raise a
huge private property. Both spouses have a car that belongs to their firm. Although they
are not after any great “riches”, they still expect some reasonable compensation for
working long hours. They want to have some luxury in their everyday life. A good car,
for instance, is one such reward, according to them.
 H1 You have to have a kind of basic security. Money is no problem, you just
have to learn to live with what you earn. All of our property belongs to the
enterprise. We used to have a house and a good car before, too, but now the
firm owns them. The car is a kind of enjoyment. It’s for my own fun, I really
enjoy the drive to work. But what we have to do now is to secure our rear and
invest in Kesko’s shares. This obligatory investment ensures our solvency.
That way we don’t incur any credit loss.  H1
 
They are quite young as entrepreneurs and usually a retailer’s first store is not as big as in
this case. They are in the start-up stage on the business axis on the three-dimensional
developmental model, but the store they are running has a good reputation and an
established brand name, launched 20 years ago already. Still, the competitive situation
has been very hard in their first give years of entrepreneurship. Some new competitors
would be arriving on the scene just after the interview, and the couple are making
considerable investments into their future and e-commerce. In a way they are “pioneers”
in creating grocery business over the Internet. Furthermore, the husband wants to develop
the chain system and the grocery business as a whole, not only his own firm.
 H1  This is quite alright now. Of course we are continuously trying to renew
the firm. And try to make it in this tightening competition. We do feel a kind
of performance anxiety. If you consider that I’ve been doing this for 20 years,
I don’t feel like leaving. There are ways to improve this. Provided that grocery
business on the Internet proves to be a success – and I say it will be. It costs
such a lot of money, such a hell of a lot of money that it just must be a success
... And of course, there’s the fact that I myself can influence the chain ... H1
 
The SWOT-analysis (Table 6) shows that this retailer couple believe in themselves and in
working together, they believe in the reputation of their store, and also in the chain
system. Their personnel are aging, so they are worried about finding good professional
sales staff to replace those who are retiring. They see an opportunity in developing new
ways of doing business and see much potential in e-business, but feel threatened by
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competition getting so hard that they are not confident that their business will be
profitable.
Table 6: SWOT-analysis of Case HW1.
HW1
Strengths
Chain is successful.
Our own store has a good image, is a
“brand”.
Both spouses involved in the business.
Other retailers in the chain are good people,
the system is working.
Good balance: the other spouse is more
introvert, the other more extrovert.
Weaknesses
Business is almost our whole life.
No time for the home.
No private property yet.
Every investment must be done with “a taste
of blood in the mouth”.
Aging personnel – where to find good
younger staff.
Decision-making is this chain is not as quick
as in the cooperative chains.
Opportunities
Property gives quality of life.
E-business.
Good potential for business if everything
goes well.
Threats
Health.
Very tough competition in the area.
If profitability is not good.
New competitors (EU, other chains).
The youngest child is seven years old, and the family have no plans for the children
joining the business in the future. The retailer’s two elder daughters are still in school and
are studying for professions of their own. The business provides a summer job for the
children, but the couple are not sure if any of them would be interested in becoming an
entrepreneur. This is a large family and some of the relatives are also working in their
store.
 H1  ... It’s not a current problem yet at this stage. But I’d say it’s going to be
the “destiny” of the seven-year-old. I’m not painting any kind of picture at this
stage that this business should be continued. But if one of the kids has the
willingness and the enthusiasm to do it, sure. I know of people who’ve tried it
against their will and I know what that comes to. So, unless they really want to
do this ...  H1
 
This couple also want to have more time to spend with the family. But they realize that
the firm requires their full time at this point, and so they are living on a “day-to-day”
basis, as they said, trying to enjoy every moment of it.
Case HW1: Summary and analysis
The division of labour between the spouses in this case was quite traditional. Although
the wife was working in the firm she was also responsible for family matters and their
private life. Both said that the husband was the boss in the firm and the wife in the
household. But she also had her own responsibilities in the business, although she was
not working there full-time. For instance, she was the one who arranged her husband’s
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and also the family’s timetables. The system in this business family seemed to be
working since both spouses had accepted the rules by which they played.
This case was in the young-business-family stage on the family axis and in the start-up
stage on the business axis. The way they had organized their economy was interesting:
they had invested everything they owned into the business, and so the firm was all they
had.
Their private life also revolved around their business. They spent much of their free time
in PR duties and also with their employees. The fact that the wife had a large family
helped them to combine work and family, since there was always some relative who was
willing to help them with childcare if needed. This also enabled the wife to work in their
business and take part in business trips, etc. Thus, this couple were really doing
everything together.
5.1.2 Case HW2
In this family, the husband is an entrepreneur in the third generation. Both spouses
started working in the husband’s parents business. The husband has now been an
entrepreneur for 20 years, four years in their present store. The husband and his sister are
not on speaking terms because the sister thinks he got the business “ready-made” from
their parents. The family has three children (14, 10 and 5 years).
The husband owns the business (Sector 7) and works as the manager of the store. The
wife owns no shares in the business but she is working in the firm (Sector 6). The
younger children are not yet involved in the firm (Sector 1), but the eldest child
sometimes helps in the store (Sector 6). He is not getting paid any salary for it but earns
some pocket money. The wife used to be at home more when the children were younger,
but now she, too, works in the store.
The husband and the wife were interviewed together. Both spouses said it had been hard
to develop a system of everyday life that works, but now they are satisfied with their
division of labour both in the family and in the firm. They both have their own fields of
responsibility in the store. The wife takes care of the household work but also has hired
help (a cleaning lady, for example), and her mother-in-law assists her at home and in the
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Figure 13: Family structure in Case HW2.
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store when necessary. The following conversation in the interview situation describes the
couple’s division of labour, and implies that they talk their problems over if there are any
misunderstandings.
 
 W2 My husband doesn’t have the faintest idea about our finances... W2
 H2  True, but neither does the missus poke her nose into the way I make the
annual agreements or the way I manage the business. But we have no secrets
between us...  H2
 W2 We don’t buy any equipment or shares or anything unless we’ve agreed on
it together...  W2
 H2  This business is quite enough of a burden. The fewer “surprises” we
spring on one another, the easier it is to run these things. So she takes care of
the paperwork, checks the bills, takes care of the advertising and all those
systems, and is in charge of that paper stuff, while I’m responsible for the store
and the business and so on ... But we make all decisions beyond a certain level
together ... And I can guarantee that you’d soon end up in a divorce if you lose
your trust in the other party – the load would just be too much to bear ...  H2
 H2  This model we have isn’t an ideal model or anything, it just happens to
suit us. We’ve had quite a few conflicts – this is certainly no bed of roses, just
a normal life. But it’s extremely good to have family friends who aren’t
entrepreneurs, because that makes you can see that they’re having a hard time,
too – especially if they’re people in management positions. So there’s no need
for us family entrepreneurs to drown in self-pity, because these other guys,
they really have it tough sometimes, too ...  H2
 W2  I have to admit quite frankly that these last few years have been, sort of,
much calmer. Sure, we still fight occasionally, but maybe we’ve finally
understood or learned to understand one another ... so we know what we’re
doing ...  W2
This family live in their own house and both spouses are quite satisfied with their private
economy. The economic situation of their business is also good at the moment, but they
feel that they cannot really tell if it is a success or not until after about two years. They
are in the maturity stage on the business axis, but their business in the present store is just
in the start-up stage. Although entrepreneurs tend to be eager to move on to develop their
business, this couple feel they have to ”slow down” and take a look at how the business
is actually progressing. They think they should just do their best and then see how the
business develops. The husband has been working actively in the chain but now wants to
concentrate only on his own business. The couple are happy with the chain system. They
are also highly satisfied with their personnel but are going to provide further training for
them and also for themselves in the near future.
 H2  ... We’re going to run the business like this for a couple of years and then
see what the situation is. And then, if we do well, then that will open up
opportunities for us to continue. But it’s all about how we manage to run this
business ... if I start building castles in the air now it may well be there won’t
be any future for us at all. So the thing to do is just take care of this business ...
I’ve got quite enough on my hands with running this store, trying to keep my
feet on the ground, I shouldn’t start daydreaming too much ...  H2
 
As shown by the SWOT-analysis (Table 7), this couple believes in the brand of their
chain and in their professional sales staff whom they intend to train further. As a couple
they feel that they have now left behind them the hardest struggles with the everyday
problems of combining business and family. They see a major threat in the competitive
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advantage that their competitor will get when the state alcohol monopoly is opens an
outlet in connection with its store.
Table 7: SWOT-analysis of Case HW2.
HW2
Strengths
Chain brand is good.
Good, committed personnel.
Training given to personnel and ourselves.
Wife and husband working together
(although can be a weakness, too).
We know what to do (in the family and in the
firm).
Weaknesses
Chain brand must be marketed in the right
way, what is done now is not enough.
Our store is not yet good enough.
If need to replace personnel, how to find
good personnel.
No current weaknesses  in our family.
Opportunities
We must find a way to make the chain
stronger.
Threats
Some retailers in the chain may be too eager
to change, and others may be too resistant to
change – neither extreme is good, they
should have the sense to think these changes
over.
All retailers are not cooperating enough in
the activities of the chain.
State alcohol monopoly is going to open a
liquor store in the competitor’s premises.
 
The eldest child is already interested in the business and has, for instance, been selling
strawberries during the summer holidays. The smaller children are also interested in the
business but they are all still so young that the parents are not making any plans for their
future. Neither parent is professionally educated, but they want their children to get a
good education first. Then, if they want to, the children can join the business but the
parents want them to have other possibilities as well.
 W2 ... It’s my wish that whether or not they choose this business as their
career, that they’d nevertheless obtain a basic education. You don’t just take
up retailing nowadays like people did in my time. You have to have an
education ... you can take a summer job, our eldest was selling strawberries
here last summer ... but we didn’t pay him a salary, he just had a notebook
where he recorded his hours at the store, he was earning money for a video
recorder … the middle one wants to manage the cheese department, and our
five-year-old just wants to calculate the monthly payrolls ...  W2
 
This business family has struggled through some hard times, raising their children and
starting new businesses at the same time (at one point they were even running two stores
simultaneously). They have also experienced the problems of succession as they are
continuing the firm of the husband’s parents. For the time being they feel that the worst
is over and are waiting to see how their business develops in the next two years.
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Case HW2: Summary and analysis
This couple pointed out that family entrepreneurship was not an easy way of life. Both
had worked in the husband’s parents’ grocery store ever since they were young, and
when they started their own business they had put in long hours. In the course of their
entrepreneurial years they had developed a system of sharing their responsibilities so that
both spouses could fulfil themselves and also spend time with their children. Still, at
times they would have fierce quarrels about their duties and time use. They had decided
to shape their life the way they themselves wanted to and not follow in the footsteps of
previous generations. This couple seemed to tell each other whenever something
disturbed them in their daily life, which probably helped them to tackle the many
problems and meet the multiple needs and goals of a business family. The wife seemed to
“stand up for her rights” instead of just doing what was conventionally expected of a wife
in a family business.
The family business played an important role in this couple’s life. The husband had
grown up in a K-retailer family, and the wife had been quite young when she joined the
family. They were prepared to work hard for the next two years or so, after which they
wanted to evaluate their situation and decide how to continue. They said they could also
go back to a smaller store if this business did not prove profitable enough. This case is an
example of a hard-working and active couple who want to be successful with their
business but also want to live a private family life, enjoying themselves and having fun.
They were not ready to sacrifice their family life to the business. Moreover, they realized
that it was not only entrepreneurs who had to work hard nowadays. They recognized that
the problem of how to combine family and work was common to many other families as
well.
The husband talked about his father and his grandfather and about wanting to avoid their
“mistakes”, and so had arranged time to be with the children. He said he wanted to get to
know his children while they were young. This couple felt this was their mutual “system”
and saw it important that they had certain “rules” by which to manage their lives.
Naturally, these rules had to be accepted by both spouses to make the system work.
5.1.3 Case HW3
This family have only been entrepreneurs for four years, and they are in their first store.
They have two children who are too young (ages 4 and 3 years) to have any connection
to the business as yet (Sector 6).
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The husband is both the owner and the manager of the business (Sector 7). The wife does
not own any shares in the firm, but has just started to work in the business (Sector 6)
after having stayed at home with the children for the first years of their entrepreneurship.
The husband works long hours but also takes care of his share of the household duties.
They live in a flat owned by both spouses, which is mortgaged as security for their
business loans, and they have a leased car. The couple are dissatisfied both with their
business and with their current economic situation. They are waiting to move into
another store where they could have a better chance of developing their business. They
are not after any big fortune, but they realize there must be an easier way to earn one’s
living.
 W3  We’d earn more elsewhere ... entrepreneurship is sometimes a little scary.
W3
 H3  We’ve staked everything we have – like, it’s usually so that when it rains
it pours, but on the other hand, nothing succeeds like success ... in any case,
we’re still quite new as entrepreneurs...  H3
 
Their business is in the start-up stage and their present store is in a very difficult market
area. It is hard to expand the business because the unemployment rate among the
customer base in the area is quite high. The couple say they have tried almost everything
imaginable, but feel it is impossible to increase business in this store site.
The strengths listed by this couple in the SWOT-analysis (Table 8) include their youth
and their willingness to work together to improve their business. They are worried by the
state of their present business, and are not sure if they want to continue as entrepreneurs
if they fail to move into a bigger and better store quite soon. They feel the chain
organization gives good professional advice, but that the price image of the chain their
store belongs to is not right, and that this is not helping their job. They also think the
chain organization does not always react fast enough to changes in the market, and that
more attention should be paid to the specific market environment of each store.
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Figure 14: Family structure in Case HW3.
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Table 8: SWOT-analysis of Case HW3.
HW3
Strengths
We are young and strong.
Both spouses are involved and interested.
We are both sociable persons.
Our family is strong.
Chain has good advisers.
Weaknesses
We worry and stress ourselves too much.
We are too pedantic and too naïve, and not
tough enough.
We could be more ambitious.
Wrong price image of the chain.
Chain’s decisions are not good for all
members, since stores are different (in
summertime, the market is in the countryside,
not in city stores).
Our suburb is so quiet and there are so many
unemployed and socially excluded people
among our customers
Opportunities
We are young, eager, and broad-minded but
realistic.
If our enterprise grows stronger.
Chain discounts are helpful.
Cooperation and advice available from the
chain.
Threats
No future in this store.
If our interest in entrepreneurship is not
strong enough.
If there is no change in the profitability of
this business.
Chain organization is too “slow” in its
reactions.
 
When an entrepreneurial couple start their own business at the same time as they start a
family, they are usually content to get their daily living from the business. But still, they
tend to dream of developing the business and getting something more in return for their
work in the future. Many entrepreneurs who work hard and are unable to take a normal
vacation dream of the day when they will retire. This young couple are also thinking that
if they try to cope now, the sun will start to shine for them, too.
 H3  ... Just so that we can earn our living and buy what the family needs.
Clothes and food, etc., etc. But our goal is to get more out of it in the future.
So that we’d manage to build a good entity, so that in principle we might be
able to sit back and enjoy the fruits of our labour maybe a little sooner than the
ordinary worker  H3
 
This couple is sometimes even a bit anxious about their future, but they feel that their
good relationship and strong sense of togetherness in the family will help them to carry
on. They are such a young family that it is not relevant to think about how the next
generation feels about entrepreneurship.
Case HW3: Summary and analysis
This case was in the start-up stage on the business axis and in the young-business-family
stage on the family axis of the three-dimensional lifecycle model of family
entrepreneurship. They had started their family and the business at the same time, which
required strong commitment and the work input of both spouses. Their economic
situation was not so good as they wanted it to be, even though they had been working
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hard for their business. Both seemed tired and frustrated with their current store and were
waiting to get away from this particular site into bigger and better premises.
Moreover, the couple were not sure if they wanted to continue as entrepreneurs at all if
the situation did not change. They had invested everything into their business, but
because they were sill in the start-up stage they had not yet got much in return. They
realized they would earn more by working somewhere else, but still wanted to try
entrepreneurship.
Both spouses were young and their division of labour was quite equal. The husband saw
no reason why the wife should alone be responsible for the family and the housework.
Since both were working in the store, both would work at home, too. The husband also
realized that taking care of the children was lonely work and understood very well why
his wife wanted to work in the store and not only stay at home. Their children were in
daycare, and the couple’s aim was to spend three evenings a week with the whole family
together.
This couple seemed to have same goals and expectations concerning their life and
entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurship was not merely the husband’s dream but their mutual
“experiment”, and they wanted to make decisions about it together. Neither spouse would
take it as a “catastrophe” or a failure if they were to decide to leave the business.
5.1.4 Case HW4
This family have been grocers for over 20 years, for the last three years in their present
store, and their business is growing. The family has three children (21, 19 and 14 years).
The husband owns a majority in the business and works as the manager (Sector 7). The
wife owns a minority of the shares and also works in the business (Sector 7). She used to
have a job of her own during the first years of their entrepreneurship, but she quit the job
to work in their own firm. The youngest child is not involved in the business yet (Sector
1), but the older children are helping their parents (Sector 6) as their studies permit.
The husband has worked in a grocery store since he was 14, and set up his own business
before the children were born. The wife continued to be employed elsewhere, and since
she worked shorter hours it was natural for her to take responsibility for the household.
According to both spouses, the wife is in charge of everything having to do with the
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Figure 15: Family structure in Case HW4.
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home, even the repairs in the house. When the children were born, the wife was still
employed outside their own business. She found it easier to combine taking care of the
small children with her previous job than with working in the family business. Now the
wife has been engaged in the store for the past 15 years, but feels happy that she had her
time together with the children while they were little. Their life has become easier now
that the wife has also moved to work in their store because, according to the husband, she
now has a better understanding of the family business and is more content with the
entrepreneurial way of life.
The division of labour in the firm is quite traditional, but neither of the spouses does any
paperwork because both say they hate it. In fact, it is very common for retailers to dislike
repetitive routines. They tend to be much more achievement-oriented and like to take
personal responsibility for decisions (Kets de Vries 1985, 2). The husband takes care of
the finances and the wife is in charge of personnel matters. She has good relations with
the personnel and likes to be around people.
 H4  The division has developed sort of naturally. So she takes care of a certain
sector and I take care of another ... and in case I’m away she’ll have to assume
more responsibilities ... Those personnel and human relations matters are more
her department. And since this is a field where the employees are
predominantly women, it’s easier for them to go to my wife and tell her their
problems and things than to come to me. She’s like the heart and soul of the
firm from their viewpoint. Sure, she has a different type of personality and she
has schooling for these human relations matters ... so she’s better at taking care
of such things.  H4
This family has a house owned by both spouses, and one summer cottage owned by the
wife and another owned by the husband. The husband owns 90 percent of the firm and
the wife 10 percent. They are planning to donate 10 percent of the shares to each of the
children in the near future. Part of the husband’s property is mortgaged as security for the
firm’s liabilities. Both spouses also have a car owned by the firm. Their store is big and
successful, and they are keen to develop it further. The husband says he feels responsible
for their children’s future and wants to go on developing the business in case they want
to continue it.
 H4  My main thought is that we’re building a future. Because, if we didn’t
have any children or anything, I’d say “Hallelujah!” – then all I’d need would
be a pair of warm woolen socks! But the fact remains that it’s important for
the firm to stay on top of things and to make business grow, to keep pushing
forward and stay abreast of the times – or preferably, a step or two ahead ...
Continuous training and development is a must. I see to it that my personnel
receive training all the time ...  H4
According to the SWOT-analysis (Table 9), this couple have a strong belief in their
family and in hard work. Their economy is on a sound basis, so they are able to develop
their business. They are satisfied with the cooperation in the chain, and they feel
respected both by their customers, by Kesko, and by other interest groups. In their
opinion, Finnish stores are disproportionately big compared to our small population, and
they see this a weakness with regard to the whole grocery retailing industry. They also
consider their lack of higher education as another weakness, and hope their children will
obtain a better education than they have. Moreover, this couple feel threatened by the
ever hardening competition. They also fear that a retailer may lose his/her individuality
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in the chain, and that this may mean that not all retailers are willing to join the chain or
feel committed to it.
Table 9: SWOT-analysis of Case HW4.
HW 4
Strengths
Involvement of the whole family.
We don’t count our working hours.
Sound economy (both family and firm).
Chain organization is useful because of the
cooperation in purchases.
Cooperation in the chain is good because
decisions are thought over and discussed
among many different persons and retailers.
Weaknesses
Too big size of stores in Finland.
Our own education not good enough – our
children should get a better education.
A single store can damage the image of the
whole chain.
Individuality disappears in the chain.
Opportunities
Good reputation, Kesko respects us.
Good relations with Kesko and other interest
groups.
We feel the chain represents the right set of
values.
Threats
If competition grows even worse.
Health – if we don’t have the strength to
work when we get older.
If all retailers are not committed to the chain.
This family business in the maturity stage overall, but in the present store it is only in the
start-up stage. The retailer couple have made renovations in the store ever since they
started there. Furthermore, it is usual for an entrepreneur who has developed his/her
business to a degree he/she is satisfied with, to start thinking about the next generation.
Also in this case the retailer intends to leave the children a successful business which
would be profitable for them. All the children are helping in the firm and will perhaps
stay in the business. The eldest son is studying for another profession but is working in
the store as well. The next citations imply that the husband is expecting his eldest son to
join the business, whereas the wife is not so sure if any of the children will join in. She
prefers to wait and see.
 H4  ... Our eldest child, although he’s working here with us, he also goes to
technical school. He’s studying in another field but as the situation is I guess
he’s the one who will ... I don’t think he’ll continue in that field ... We’re
transferring 10% + 10% + 10% to the kids.  H4
 
 W4  That’s my husband’s wish, but I don’t think the children have given the
green light just yet. Though I must say our son is very much involved here. I
think that’s a very good thing. But I think it’s terribly important for him to be
able to influence the decision himself. It’s not for sure yet ... and then first he’s
going to do his military service. But maybe the matter will gradually clear up...
W4
This couple have a profitable business and would like to leave it to the next generation.
They hope their health will allow them to work as much and as hard as required.
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Case HW4: Summary and analysis
The husband had devoted himself to the business and the wife had borne the main
responsibility for the family, but her mother had been helping with the children and the
housework. The husband said he had always put business first. The wife agreed that he
was a real “work addict”, but now that they were both working together at the store she
had learned to understand the family business better. Both spouses saw family
entrepreneurship as a way of life requiring the involvement of all family members.
It seems that when the spouses were younger and the wife was working outside their
business, she had not been so motivated by family entrepreneurship as she was after
moving to work in their own firm. While she was employed elsewhere she had felt that
she had nothing to talk about with her colleagues, because the family never had any free
time to do things together that she could tell about. When the other women talked about
what they had done with their families during the weekend or the holidays, she had felt
left out and miserable, because her husband just worked all the time.
The context of the wife was clearly the family, and the business was the context of the
husband. Both saw the family enterprise as important, but the wife also had to take care
of the family so the husband could concentrate on the business. Considering the
continuity of the business, the husband appeared to have more expectations as regards the
children. The wife wanted them to decide for themselves what they wanted to do and if
they wanted enter the family business.
The husband regarded entrepreneurship as a personality trait, but noted that each
entrepreneur was different. He also hoped that the chain organization would realize this
and pick out the right personalities for the right stores.
Case HW4 could be said to be a typical example of a family enterprise where the
husband devotes himself to the business, and the rest of the family just follows behind.
Still, if the family is able to adapt to such a situation, they can also learn to enjoy this
way of life.
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5.1.5 Case HW5
In this case, the husband comes from family that has several grocery stores. The wife was
unwilling to give an interview in spite of being daily involved with the business, and so
the whole “story” of the family is based on the husband’s interview. The couple have
been entrepreneurs for 12 years, the last five years of which in the present store. They
have three children (ages 18, 15 and 8 years).
The spouses own the firm together and both work in the store (Sector 7). The youngest
child is not involved with the business (Sector 1), but both of the older children have
worked at the store during their holidays (Sector 6). As indicated by the next citation, this
family has a clear division of labour which enables both spouses to be at home with
children and also to work in the firm. We do not know whether the wife is as satisfied as
the husband is with the arrangement, but the husband feels they have created a system
that works. Since the wife is also an owner, she takes part in the management of the firm
as well. The husband has adopted this model from the family firms of his parents and
relatives, and claims that a clear division of responsibilities makes the system work
smoothly.
 H5  Well, officially speaking, my wife is chairman of the board and I am the
managing director. But she, too, has a wide range of duties. In practice it’s she
who takes care of the accounting and the payroll, and of personnel
management on the cashier side. I myself am in charge of marketing and of
sales personnel management at the fresh products side, and then I work as a
salesman. But we do have a clear division of labour. My wife works as a
cashier, too, when needed. But, of course, she’s pretty much tied to the office.
Still, both of us help around as necessary. You have to work wherever you’re
needed. But the rough division is that in the mornings I head straight for the
meat counter. I’ve done so ever since I was a little boy, that’s where I go to ...
and that’s where I leave at the end of the day ... We’ve always had this distinct
division in our family. So, shall we say, I’ve had a clear-cut model to follow...
H5
 
Age 40
Sector 7 Age 39
Sector 7
Age  18
Sector 6
Age 15
Sector 6
Age 8
Sector 1
Figure 16: Family structure in Case HW5.
97
When the older children were small the wife stayed at home with them, but when their
youngest child was born, the husband wanted to be at home with the children, too. So,
this family has created a weekly schedule that allows both spouses to work and to spend
time at home. In addition, they have one evening a week free to spend together with the
family, and also on Sundays they try to be together. According to their schedule, the
husband comes to the store in the morning while the wife takes the youngest child to
school. At noon, the husband picks the youngest child up from school and takes him
home. The husband then spends the afternoon at home and prepares food for the children
and also does some laundry. The eldest son takes care of the weekly housecleaning.
According to the husband, this family has no “men’s jobs” or “women’s jobs” – everyone
does whatever is needed.
The economic situation of both the family and the firm is quite good and stable. They
have no loans outside the family. The couple owns the house they live in and their two
private cars. They are in the formalization stage on the business axis. They have plans to
enlarge and renovate their store it in the foreseeable future.
 H5 At this point we don’t have any private property tied up, and as a limited
company the firm takes care of its own obligations. In that regard everything’s
on the right track, we’ve sort of lived on our own. Haven’t taken any exterior
loans, just from the family ... We own the stock and the equipment, this
movable property, and my cousin owns the real estate and I pay him rent for it
... We aim to stay here and continue developing this business. We’ve been
doing it for 30 years, so what’s another 30? We’ve actually made plans. We’ve
bought an adjacent plot and intend to build an extension to this neighbourhood
store. Within two or three years, we’ll be expanding ... getting enough space to
meet those future requirements...  H5
The SWOT-analysis (Table 10) shows that this retailer feels they have a strong brand and
good traditions. The couple have learned to combine their family and business life so
there is no disharmony between family and business that would threaten them. The
retailer realizes they will have to employ new personnel as the older ones are retiring.
Several of their employees have worked in the same store for as long as 30 years, which
he regards as a special strength. This retailer does not see are any major threats to their
business. He is hoping that new families with children will move into the market area so
that they would get new customers. The internationalization of grocery retailing might
pose a threat, but this retailer also sees it as an opportunity.
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Table 10: SWOT-analysis of Case HW5.
HW5
Strengths
Our tradition: our store is a brand.
We have learned to live with the business,
there is no disharmony in our day-to-day life.
We have a secure feeling that if we wanted to
leave the business, we could  (we could pay
our debt and quit the business).
Chain organization helps new starters.
Weaknesses
No weaknesses – our whole business starts
from a good  self-esteem.
Unavailability of good parking places for our
customers.
Many employees retiring in near future (how
to get as good personnel as we have now).
Stores are individual, this must also be
realized by the chain organization.
The retailers are responsible for business and
profitability –  chain cannot dictate the terms.
Opportunities
Opportunities are the same as the strengths
(tradition, etc.).
Chain, provided the management is capable.
Threats
Customer base growing old  - young families
should be moving into our neighbourhood.
Health.
Chain should get capable retailers for all the
stores, stores are different and need retailers
“fit” the store and its environment.
A foreign organization might buy the chain –
I don’t believe anyone is interested in doing
so, since we are such a small market area, but
it could be a threat (or also an opportunity).
The eldest son is working in the store in the evenings, and is also studying in a
commercial college. Probably at least one of the children is going to be an entrepreneur,
but first they will have to finish school and identify their own interests. The couple have
a retirement plan for both spouses at the age of 55. They are willing to leave their
business to the children and act as their advisers. The family has a long tradition of
entrepreneurship, and the children can be trained in the store of one of the relatives.
Case HW5: Summary and analysis
The interpretation of this whole case is based on the husband’s story. The wife said she
did not want to give an interview because the husband was responsible for the “external”
contacts of the firm. According to the husband, however, the role of the wife was very
important in the business. Their division of labour had developed considerably since their
older children were small and the wife had been the person mainly in charge of family
matters. The husband was quite satisfied with their current daily schedule which allowed
both spouses to spend time at home and take care of the family. These spouses appeared
to be moving from one role to another several times a day – when the wife arrived at the
store, the husband left, and vice versa. But they seemed to have created a system that was
working. The husband had always lived in a business family, and he seemed to have
analyzed this kind of lifestyle in his mind many times over.
K-retailers usually rent their store premises from Kesko, but in this case the retailer had
rented the premises from his cousin and was paying rent to him. This kind of situation is
certainly not very common (and is even more rare in the capital area than in the
countryside), but some families with a long tradition as grocers own their store premises
99
themselves. In this kind of situation, the retailer’s bargaining position with the chain
organization may be stronger than in the normal case when the retailer is dependent on
the premises rented by the chain. This retailer saw membership in the chain important
because it helped with purchasing  procedures and trade overall.
This case is a very traditional example of a family that have been entrepreneurs over two
generations. They also had experience and traditions of continuing the family business in
the next generation and knew how to train their children for the field. The retailer said it
always depended on the persons and families involved how well they were able to
manage with the family business. According to him, a successful firm would bring
wellbeing to the family, and vice versa. He believed that the entrepreneurial lifestyle was
easier to accept if you yourself had grown up in a business family.
The importance of combining the family and the business was a theme that came up
namely in this interview. The retailer stressed the involvement of all the family members
in the business and the need for a balance between business and family. Everything
affected everything, according to him, and, as a family business the K-store was a sum of
the influences of many individuals – family members as well as employees. The
importance of continuity and several successive generations were the phenomena specific
to this case.
5.1.6 Case HW6
The husband is an entrepreneur in the second generation, having himself been one for the
last 11 years. His mother is still involved in the business by owning a part of it (Sector 4).
The retailer has had the present store for four years. The couple have two small children
(4 and 6 years), who are not involved in the business (Sector 1).
Age 40
Sector 7 Age 31
Sector 6
Age  6
Sector 1
Age 4
Sector 1
Mother
of  the
husband
Sector 4
Figure 17: Family structure in Case HW6.
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The husband (Sector 7) works in the firm and owns it together with his mother. The wife
does not own any shares in the business but works in the store (Sector 6). However, she
intends to work there less in the future since their daughter is going to start school the
following autumn. As the husband has started his career in the retail business in his
mother’s store, he is used to working very long hours. He has suffered from overwork
and is trying to change his habits for reasons of health. He also wants to have some time
to spend with their children.
 H6  ... In the previous store I used to bring my sleeping bag over to the store,
I’d even sleep at the store ... but that was O.K. then as I had no other
commitments ... didn’t have any family then ...  H6
 
Both spouses have own fields of responsibility in the firm but, since the store is quite
small, everyone has to be able to perform any task there. The husband is responsible for
the paperwork – an arrangement not very common among retailers. The wife is mainly in
charge of the purchases. The husband has been used to having full responsibility himself,
but is now happy to share it with his wife and also with their employees.
 W6  Well, he takes care of the whole financial side, and I take care of at least
65% of the orders. I could manage almost all of them, but we’ve been able to
divide these responsibilities pretty well with the employees ... Everyone has
his or her own fields of responsibility, so that we won’t be completely lost if
someone falls ill. Like, my husband also knows how to take care of all these
orders ...  W6
 
 H6  Although at first it was just the opposite – she was supposed to take care
of the office work ... I’ve always hated those papers. But then it just slipped
like this somehow ... maybe because I’ve been doing this all my life ... I sort of
have the hang of it. I’m terrible at teaching others, that’s my worst fault ... I
tend to take things for granted, those things that are routine for me...  H6
 
The division of labour in the family is fairly traditional: the husband is more in charge of
the firm, while the wife manages their private life. According to the spouses, this division
is due to the fact that the husband is used to being at the store more because he has
worked there ever since he was a young boy, and the wife has only joined the firm later.
They make all major decisions together, whether concerning the firm or the family.
 H6  It’s the wife who’s the boss at home. I’m just a handyman there ... She
makes all the overall plans for the family. Of course, we discuss the bigger
matters together. But it’s she who gives the children a sense of security and
knows more about their goings-on than me ... that’s natural, because at the
start I wasn’t at home very much ...  H6
 
The couple own their flat together. The firm has only one small loan. The husband drives
a car owned by the firm and the wife has her own car. Both spouses are quite satisfied
with their economic situation and business is also quite good. On the business axis they
are in the formalization stage, and will perhaps be moving to a bigger store in the near
future. The husband has been offered larger store premises but he has not wished to move
yet. He first wants to finish his unfinished activities in the current chain before moving
on to face the challenges of another K-chain.
The SWOT-analysis (Table 11) indicates that both spouses have a strong belief in the
family and that they think of their personnel as family, too. They are satisfied with the
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division of labour between the retailer and the chain, since they have more time to
concentrate on their business and their customers with the chain negotiating with the
suppliers on their behalf. The couple would like the chain to pay more attention to
specific local conditions in decision-making, but nevertheless they see the chain as an
opportunity. They are afraid of any of their trusted employees leaving and breaking up
their well-functioning work team. They are also afraid of the increase in the crime rate.
The husband thinks that the chain has to be developed further for it to be good for the
grocery retailing business.
Table 11: SWOT-analysis of Case HW6
HW6
Strengths
We are strong personalities.
We are energetic and active.
We work as a family, our team is so small
that our employees are like family
Good personnel, everyone works together.
Chain organization helps the business by
negotiating good terms.
Belonging to the chain gives us time for the
firm.
Weaknesses
Narrow product assortment and variety.
The chain does not consider local conditions
and the retailer’s personality in its decisions.
Opportunities
Good operation of the chain.
Threats
Shortage of time.
Someone may “destroy” our team.
New shopping centre arriving nearby.
Crime rate – we have a small staff, making it
hard to deal with criminals and
troublemakers.
If the chain does not grow big enough, if it
remains “a torso”.
Finding capable and professional retailers for
the chain stores.
The children of this family are so young that there are yet no plans for their future. The
parents feel that the children should decide for themselves what they want to do when the
time comes.
 H6  ... I’m going to let them know that if they feel like studying, go ahead, but
the decision is theirs. I will neither urge them nor prevent them, but if they ask
me I’ll tell them that in my opinion there are easier ways of earning a living ...
these are personal matters – I, too, was allowed to decide for myself ... nobody
forced me into this ...  H6
 
As for their future orientations, the husband wants to work as retailer for the rest of his
life. Both spouses want a bigger store, and the wife dreams of studying something
someday – although she fails to see how she would ever find the time for it.
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Case HW6: Summary and analysis
This family had two young children and represents the young-business-family stage. The
wife had just begun to work in the firm, and the children were in daycare while the
mother was working. The business was in the formalization stage but both spouses
wanted to move to a bigger store. The husband had worked in the grocery business ever
since he was a boy, and he was sure he would continue in this profession until retirement.
The wife wanted to study for a new profession once the children had grown older, but for
the time being both spouses were working together in the store.
Although the husband was very devoted to the business, he wished to have time to be
with the children and the family. The husband took care of the children’s hobbies, since
both spouses wanted him to spend more time together with the children so they would
have something of their “own” without the mother being involved. The family also
shared some of the housework. Indeed, working in the family business usually allows
more flexibility to the time use of the wife. This couple did not have time for holidays,
but were planning to spend more time at their summer cottage the following summer.
Although the husband worked a lot, this case seemed quite family-centred.
Both spouses seemed to be satisfied with their areas of responsibility and the division of
labour both within the household and in the firm. They had taken into account their
natural skills when deciding on who would do what. The husband was active in the
chain, and considered the chain organization to be of great importance to retailers.
5.1.7 Case HW7
This couple have been entrepreneurs for 20 years, but only a year in the present store.
They have been engaged in other retail sectors as well, such as clothing. They also have
experience of taking “time off” from entrepreneurship, as employees in another industry
for a few years. Still, after that, they wanted to continue as entrepreneurs and returned to
the grocery business. They have two adult daughters (32 and 27 years).
Age 52
Sector 7 Age 50
Sector 6
Age  32
Sector 1
Age 27
Sector 6
Figure 18: Family structure in Case HW7.
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The husband is both the owner and the manager of the store (Sector 7), but the wife also
works full-time in the business (Sector 6). In addition, the younger daughter is currently
working in the store on a temporary basis (Sector 6), but the elder one is engaged in a
different profession (Sector 1). The division of labour in the firm is quite traditional. The
wife works at the cash register and the husband is in charge of the rest of the store.
 W7  Well, we both have our own roles here, I’m in the office and work as a
cashier and take care of the orders, and my husband is more in charge of the
meat counter ... I’m at the other end of the store and he’s at the other end.
Maybe this job as a cashier is closer to a woman’s role, although I do know of
male retailers who sit at the cash register themselves, but somehow that role
just fell to me naturally, as a matter of course ...  W7
 
Earlier they used to have a more traditional division of labour at home as well, but
nowadays they share the housework because both work long hours at the store.
 W7  We share the work quite equally ... some tasks that people in our
generation think of as a woman’s job obviously fall to me ... but we do divide
the household chores quite evenly between ourselves, since both of us spend
so much time here at the store ... like 10-11 hours daily ... when our situation
was such that I could take more time off, then there was no problem ...  W7
They live in a flat owned by both spouses. The flat is also mortgaged as security for the
business. Moreover, they have two cars owned by the wife. This couple is in the maturity
stage as entrepreneurs, but their present store is only in the start-up stage. The store is
quite small but they are hoping to enlarge it, although they no longer plan on anything on
a grand scale. This shows that not all entrepreneurs are after a bigger store or a bigger
business. Developing the business can also mean improving the service or other aspects
in the present store.
 H7  Right now we’re just wondering whether or not to go into that “big
league” stuff again ... we’d rather stay as we are ... Sure, everyone wants to
succeed, that’s clear ... But we want to keep a lower profile than we used to
when we were younger, always having to prove yourself to get bigger store
facilities ... But no more. The main thing is that you yourself are satisfied, and
your customers. Of course it’s pretty tough in a family business if both the
husband and wife are working all day ... but I’m not reaching for the stars,
those hypermarkets and all that. I never have, I’ve always said that I’ll never
join that circus ...  The idea is to lead a normal life here. If you’re an
entrepreneur you’re expected to have big plans, but I’m old enough not to any
more ... We’ve decided to keep pushing for a couple of years still ... We’ve
been thinking ... shall we say, about getting a place that’s a little bit bigger. So
we’d get to reduce our own work input and wouldn’t need to slave for 12-14
hours a day, that’s too much in the long run. At least for someone with a bad
back, like myself ... In a small store like this, you don’t have very many
options, you have to do everything yourself. In a bigger store the service level
is a bit lower. There, even if we sold twice as much, if our sales were to
double, we’d still only need two cashiers. The smaller your store is, it will
double your own work input.  H7
The SWOT-analysis (Table 12) shows that these retailers have confidence in themselves
as professional family entrepreneurs. According to them, the fact that the chain offers
valuable assistance but is not involved at all levels is an opportunity for development.
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Since they are people in their fifties they are worried about their health – a business
requiring long working hours is not good for health.
Table 12: SWOT-analysis of Case HW7.
HW7
Strengths
We are small,  we are able to manage our
business..
Good economy, both are professionals.
Long-range way of working, working
together, good family relations.
The advice we can get from the chain.
Weaknesses
Small size is also a weakness: we have to
work hard.
Opportunities
Chain not involved with everyday business:
we can manage our store as we want to as
long as we pay our bills.
Chain offers boundless opportunities.
If we want a bigger store it is possible within
the chain.
Threats
Health – the job tends to follow us home.
Over-capacity of retail stores.
No threats to K-chains unless a foreigner
buys the chain.
If the chain organization limits the retailers’
possibility to do business as they want to.
The daughters have always helped in the business, and the younger daughter is working
at the store for the time being. The parents are fairly sure that the daughters will not
continue the business, because each has her own career in another profession. This
couple just wants to work with their customers and would like to retire after a few years.
If they were to enlarge their store they could employ a few more personnel and,
consequently, not have to put so much work into the store themselves.
Case HW7: Summary and analysis
This case is another example of a family with a long career as entrepreneurs. The couple
were working together, and their adult children also helped at the store occasionally. The
couple did not have any dreams of their daughters joining the business since both had
their own professions. The family was in the working-together stage, although the
children were not working full-time in the firm and had already made their decision not
to continue the business. The business was in the maturity stage, and in the near future
the couple would have to decide how to continue. They had three options for developing
their business: to continue in the same store, to continue in the same store but enlarge it,
or to move to a bigger store somewhere else.
The wife was also working in the business and the couple were planning their future
together. They were not quite sure how long they would be in the business, but were
considering the possibility to obtain an even a larger business site before retiring.
Moreover, this couple had tried a different way of life by working as employees for a few
years and they had also run another kind of retail business. Still, they had returned back
to the grocery business and were quite content at having done so. This appeared to be the
kind of life both spouses wanted to live.
Even though the division of labour both in the household and in the store was quite
traditional, this couple seemed to be fairly equal otherwise. Both spouses talked more
about the business part of the household-enterprise complex than of the family or the
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household. This may be because both children had already left the household and there
was no need to think about things like saving some time for the family, etc.
5.1.8 Case HW8
This family has been involved with the grocery business for 19 years. Theirs is one of the
biggest stores in Finland, and they have had it now for the past eight years. The couple
have started working together in a smaller store elsewhere in southern Finland. They
have a 12-year-old daughter and two adult sons.   
The husband owns the majority of the shares and works as the manager of the firm
(Sector 7). The wife owns a minority in the business and has stayed at home ever since
their youngest child was born 12 years ago (Sector 4). The youngest child is not involved
in the business (Sector 1), but both the sons are training for the business by working in
the store (Sector 6). During their first years as entrepreneurs, both spouses were also
working in the store, but, according to the husband, they had some differences of opinion
on how to run the business and who was the “boss”. The wife was the one who gave in,
and later on, again compromised by staying at home with their youngest child.
 H8  We’ve had a clear division of labour in the enterprise. When we started
off, both of us tried to be captain of the ship and then my wife decided there
couldn’t be more than one. That’s, like, her opinion about the matter. I don’t
know whether she just gave up or whether it was a wise choice or what ... Not
that we had any major difficulties. Not like that, we’ve never at any stage had
any outright quarrel or anything. There were just some things that brought us
close to a collision course. So I admire her for her decision ... although it’s a
family business, the fact is that either one – be it the woman or the man – one
of them has to take the role of captain ...  H8
 
According to the husband, business has always come first – the family even sold their flat
when they started as entrepreneurs. They were younger then, both spouses were working
in the store, and they were enthusiastic to create a good business. Only after the business
had formalized itself did they begin to think about their private property. Their business
has developed very well and they now have one of the most prosperous grocery stores in
Finland, so their private property is also considerable. They have a house which they own
together, and both own some property individually as well (summerhouse, land, other
Age 50
Sector 7 Age 53
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Age 23
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Age 12
Sector 1
Figure 19: Family structure in Case HW8.
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companies, etc.). At the beginning of their entrepreneurial career they sold their whole
property and invested it all into the firm, but now they have separated their private
property and the business from each other.
 
 H8  For the first five to seven years I had nothing, I felt no need to buy a flat –
on the contrary, when I started off I sold my own flat and invested the money
into the firm. It took five to six years before I bought my own house. Even
after that, it took me 10 years as an entrepreneur to buy my first summer
cottage, even though I might have afforded to earlier. Not that there was any
time to spend there before that ...  H8
 
The husband is one of the most innovative entrepreneurs in his field and continues to be
active in the chain organization. The spouses agreed years ago that he would retire at the
age of 50, but still, he decided to go on with the business after reaching this age. The
question is how to go on. Should he just keep the business as it is, or should he develop
and renew it? The firm is now in the maturity stage, and some major decisions have to be
made on how to continue in the near future.
The retailer sees the following alternatives before him: 1) he could go on like now, which
would require an investment of 1 million FIM; 2) he could develop the store further,
which would require an investment of 10 million FIM; 3) of course, he could pass the
business on to his children now, but he thinks they are not ready to take over the
responsibility as yet; and 4) he could leave the enterprise altogether, and the children
could create their own businesses somewhere else, if they want to. However, it is not
always possible for the retailer to pass his store straight on to his offspring. in the case of
K-retailers, this has to be negotiated with Kesko. The usual practice is for the children to
first acquire some experience in a smaller store, and if they manage well enough they
may get their parents’ store. For this retailer, the most likely alternative might be to make
one more big investment into the store and develop the business to be even more
competitive in the market.
 H8  I’ve decided to continue. But I have yet to decide, how. Shall I spend four
years preparing a soft landing to retirement, milking the markets for money? I
could even double the proceeds, but that would be disastrous for this site as a
shopping place. And it wouldn’t fit my style, either ... I’ll keep on doing this as
long as it’s fun. My wife, though, is upset about my decision ... Another
alternative would be to make a downright investment of 10 million. To meet
the challenges of the future. But is that the sensible thing to do financially?
There’s a conflict here between money and other motives ... I’d want to build
an enterprise that responds to the changed views of the future consumer in
2000-2005. That means renewing both the store and its operations! Especially
the operations ... I intend to test many different new ways of doing different
things ... H8
 
As can be seen from the SWOT-analysis below (Table 13), this entrepreneurial couple
feel their situation to be good and stable. They see no major weaknesses or threats in
their life or in their business. Naturally, at the age of 50 they have health aspects in mind.
They have gained great success in the past few years, and feel comfortable about their
future. They also have a strong sense of togetherness in the family, but both spouses are
worried about the lack of time together with the family. The husband has such a long
experience as a retailer that he relies on his skills and is thinking of perhaps expanding
his business even further. Both spouses mention the importance of keeping a sense of
reality.
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Table 13: SWOT-analysis of Case HW8.
HW8
Strengths
Retailer has always been hard-working.
Pioneer in many sectors of the business.
Good internal accounting system.
Sense of togetherness in the family.
Weaknesses
Too much work.
Time use: family suffers.
Opportunities
To make the business grow even more.
Perhaps the children will continue the
business.
Threats
If health fails.
Overwork – risk of “losing one’s mind”.
The sons of the family are already working in the business, and the parents have some
plans for their future. The business is so big that the children must be trained in the
various professional aspects before it is possible to leave the firm to them. There have
been times when the sons have claimed that the grocery business is not what they want,
but as they have grown up, both are interested in continuing the family business.
 H8  What if I were to retire? Have to think about that. What about our
children, will they be entrepreneurs? They could first try it out somewhere
else. I don’t want to make them decide now. They have to develop into
entrepreneurs. And that’s not yet finished ... They “grew into” the store, but as
adolescents they felt they were missing out on something, and at some stage
around ages 15-20 the attitude was that they’d never ever again go work in a
store, never become retailers ... but I must admit I was very pleased when their
thinking changed after they had completed their military service, and they said
that they appreciate this business in a way. They’ve had to watch this work
ever since they were little. Already at age 10 they were helping at the store on
Sundays, arranging products on the shelves...  H8
 
The wife understands that her husband is not the kind of person who would sit back and
retire at the age of 50. She says he would probably fall ill if he were to retire now. Like
Kets de Vries (1992, 22) has noted, it is very difficult for some entrepreneurs to let go of
the power that comes with the job. They may become addicted to all the tangible and
intangible benefits attached to it. Nevertheless, the wife would want the husband to leave
the business which is so big and find something else to do that would be interesting but
not so demanding. The wife and husband both appear to have thought about the future
quite a lot, but not yet really discussed it together at length.
 W8  I think he’s such an energetic person that if he suddenly quit working it
would probably mean the end for him. In other words, he’d actually get sick. I
believe he’ll continue with something somewhere, though I can’t say what.
He’s quite a personality, so I’m sure he’ll think of something. He might even
take up politics. Although that’s another extreme that you get carried away
with – it might be time for him to ease off a little ... W8
This family is quite close to the passing-the-baton stage. The business calls for some big
decisions to be made, the children will soon be deciding what they want to do, and the
wife wants her husband to work less – whereas the husband still does not know what he
wants. In any case, they must soon start to think over what their “shared dream” is.
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Case HW8: Summary and analysis
Case HW8 is the most important case with respect to the research problem of this study.
This couple had the longest experience as K-retailers of the interviewees, and theirs is a
success story of a hardworking entrepreneurial couple that had devoted themselves to the
family business. Their story clearly illustrates their various lifecycle stages and career
progress. It was also in connection with this case that I recognized that lifecycle theories
offered the most useful basis for the analyses of this study. Since both spouses told their
story and analyzed their life, the crises or conflict points in their family life also became
apparent.
Moreover, this case illustrates the differences in the way of thinking between husband
and wife. Even though each spouse was telling the same story about their life together in
the same household, their daily context of living was quite different. The wife viewed her
life through the development of the family, and the husband saw his through the progress
of his own career and the family business. The husband and the wife shared the same
dream (togetherness of the family and continuity of the family business) but they had a
different way of pursuing that dream.
This couple had lived through something of a crisis when the wife left her job at the store
and stayed at home with the children, that is, became an “ordinary” housewife. She felt
that an important part of her life had been taken away from her, but was prepared to
make this “sacrifice” for sake of the family. Now she was getting a bit upset because her
husband was not going to keep his side of the bargain, which was early retirement at the
age of 50. This couple obviously needed a big discussion about their near future and how
to continue the business or whether to leave it to their children.
The way of dividing the responsibilities within the business family was very traditional,
and both spouses said it had been a good decision for the wife to stay at home from the
standpoint of the family. However, it was not so obvious that the solution had been as
good from the wife’s point of view, because she did not have the opportunity to do what
she herself would have wanted. It is not always easy for both spouses to accept the
division of labour between themselves, and usually it appears to be the wife who
“sacrifices” her personal needs. But even if the wife in this case was not so satisfied
personally, she said it had to be done because of the children.
The husband was a very good informant by giving a thorough and knowledgeable
account of the development of the chain organization. He represents a very interesting
and illustrative example of how a K-retailer’s career develops and how the targets and
goals of the entrepreneur change during his career and development process. He felt a
sense of responsibility toward all retailers and wanted to take an active part in creating a
good chain organization. He probably felt slightly uncomfortable about leaving his own
position and retiring, since he did not feel old enough to retire yet.
This case also raises the question of equality of the spouses. If the wife devotes her time
and thoughts to the family and the husband devotes himself to the business, the solution
may not truly satisfy both spouses. The household-enterprise complex may function well
and everyday life can be easier to live as a result of such an arrangement, but if the one or
the other of the spouses feels that he or she must sacrifice too much in the name of the
system, it may be a cause of discontent as well.
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5.1.9 Case HW9
This couple has made their careers in other fields but then wanted a business of their own
which they have now had for only six months. In the wife’s family there are
entrepreneurs in the third generation. Both spouses have been married before, and they
have four children altogether (25, 22, 18 and 16 years). The two youngest children are
living together with them.
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The husband owns the business and works in the store (Sector 7). The wife is not an
owner but she works with her husband as equal partners (Sector 6). One of the children
also works in the firm (Sector 6) and the other three children are willing to help but are
not employed in the business for the time being (Sector 1). This retailer couple have just
finished their entrepreneurial training stage (see Figure 22) and embarked on their own
business, so they are really at the start-up stage with their business. They are working
very long hours in the store, and so the children take care of the household work.
 W9 You have to take this as a way of life, this entrepreneurship … because at
this point we only come home to sleep. You can’t start counting your working
hours ... W9
 H9 …but on Sundays we sleep all day ... H9
 W9 …unless we have to come to work on Sunday, then of course we come,
but generally we try to use one day a week for resting. When you’ve worked
six long days you just have to be able to rest one day ... W9
The family lives in a house owned by both spouses. They have one private car and one
car owned by the firm. The firm does not have much debt, but the house is partly security
for business loans.
As indicated by the SWOT-analysis (Table 14), both spouses like the store and are quite
confident that their experience in management and economic planning will help them
create a successful business. The listed strengths and opportunities far outnumber the
weaknesses and threats, which is quite natural, since otherwise they would hardly have
started as entrepreneurs at all. They realize that the competitive environment may
undergo some changes in the future, which is why they feel it worthwhile to acquire a
Age 52
Sector 7 Age 44
Sector 6
Age 25
Sector 1
Age 22
Sector 1
Age 18
Sector 1
Age 16
Sector 6
Figure 20: Family structure in Case HW9.
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service counter for fresh meat. The major threats are related to their age and to potential
burn-out.
Table 14: SWOT-analysis of Case HW9.
HW9
Strengths
Good atmosphere and relations in the family
and in the firm.
Good price level and assortment, well-kept
store.
Experience in economic planning, food
economics, etc.
We work together and share the “madness”.
The children are involved and enthusiastic.
Weaknesses
Our store only sells packed meat.
Opportunities
Many new flats being  built in the
neighbourhood.
The children, if they’re interested in joining
the business.
Threats
Potential future competition.
Age, getting tired of the business, overwork,
burn-out.
As this family has only just started the business it is not yet time to think about whether
the next generation will continue the firm. Still, all of the children are interested in the
business and one is already working in the firm. This couple enjoy working hard together
and are not making any big plans for the future as yet. According to them they will be
doing business as long as it is fun.
Case HW9: Summary and analysis
This couple had just started as entrepreneurs and were quite enthusiastic about their
business. They were working together and were also interviewed together. Both spouses
underscored the togetherness of the family, perhaps partly because this was the second
marriage for both spouses and they had jointly made the decision to become
entrepreneurs. Entrepreneurship appeared to offer them the opportunity to work together.
They seemed really satisfied with their way of life. They wanted to work hard now at the
beginning and continue for as long as this way of life was fun.
This represents a case in the start-up stage of the business and in the entering-the-
business stage of the family. Some of the four children of this blended family used to
help in the store occasionally but also took care of the household so that the parents could
concentrate on the business.
The couple had great trust in their skills and were confident about their plans. They were
positive and energetic, and eager to try this new kind of lifestyle. They considered their
economic situation satisfactory and were planning to have some free time after their first
year as entrepreneurs. They also expected the chain organization to have much to offer
them.
111
Characteristic of this couple was their sense of togetherness and equal division of labour
both in the firm and at home. They said nothing about any personal conflicts within their
short entrepreneurial career. The couple had a good self-esteem and the desire to work
together. Their position as start-up entrepreneurs was easier than in most corresponding
situations because they did not have to struggle with problems of childcare, etc.
5.1.10  Case HW10
In this case the whole picture of the family is based on the husband’s interview, since the
wife did not want to be interviewed. Both the husband and the wife have worked in the
grocery field all their lives, both in the husband’s parents’ store and with the chain
organization as trainers and advisers of other retailers. They have only had their own
business for three years and the present store for one year. They have a 19-year-old son
who helps them with the business when his studies permit (Sector 6). The son has already
started a business of his own with a fellow student.
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The spouses own the business together, and the wife quit her work as an accountant
employed by another firm to work full-time in the family business when they moved into
their present store (both spouses in Sector 7). They live in the house they own together
and have two cars owned by the firm. Their private property is mortgaged as security for
the liabilities of the firm. They sold their summer cottage because they never had any
time to stay there. Their business is at the start-up stage but the couple, having always
worked in this field, can already be called professional grocers. They have very strong
know-how in economic affairs, so the husband is confident that the business will develop
well. The wife is in charge of the paperwork and the husband is responsible for the store
itself. The husband likes to work with the customers, whereas the wife feels more “at
home” with office work.
 H10  I’m the one who runs around the place, preferably over there between the
shelves where the customers are ... my wife, on the other hand, is an
accountant by profession and so she holds the ropes, sort of ... She’s the one
who monitors the numerical situation and she’s the realist who says what is the
sensible thing to do and whether we can afford something and whether it’s
wise in this situation ... so she makes the analysis ... All this requires the brains
both of us...  H10
They are keen on developing their business and are concentrating on good service. The
retailer is very confused with the technical equipment of the store at the moment, but is
Age 48
Sector 7 Age 50
Sector7
Age 19
Sector 6
Figure 21: Family structure in Case HW10.
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otherwise satisfied with the circumstances. He realizes the tough competitive situation in
the market area, and feels that the store would require renewing after a couple of years as
competition becomes even harder. If the state’s current wine monopoly were to be
abolished and wines could be sold freely at grocery stores, it would help the retailer to
develop the range of services in their store and keep their customers. He would also like
to consider moving into another store at another location where the competition would
not be as intense and where there would be more possibilities to create a profitable
business.
 H10  We’re waiting to get this place fixed up and working technically. Then
we’ll have the facilities for two years’ operations. But after that, who knows
what the situation will be? If they free the wines, how will that benefit the
retailing industry? We’ve got the framework right here, so we’re ready to
make a go at it. It might give this place a whole new life. Of course, it is just
possible that someone in his great wisdom will offer us a new location to do
business... then we’ll just have to calculate what the chances for success would
be in that situation and whether there’d be any sense in leaving this place any
more...  H10
 
As can be seen in the SWOT-analysis (Table 15), the retailer is well aware of the
hardness of the competitive situation in this market area from the business point of view.
Still, he believes in the skills and know-how of the family and the sales personnel, and he
also believes in the chain. As weaknesses he mentions the technical equipment in his
store and the fact that good service and a wide product assortment require a great deal of
capital. But the retailer is optimistic and wants to go on developing his own style of
marketing.
Table 15: SWOT-analysis of Case HW10.
HW 10
Strengths
Good assortment, location and service.
Young personnel, our own skills and
experience, financial know-how (wife) and
expertise in ADP (son).
Involvement of the whole family.
Generally good cooperation of retailers in the
chain.
Good position of the chain.
Weaknesses
Technical equipment is not working,
something always breaks down.
Wide assortment is capital-intensive.
Age, physical condition, retirement plan.
Long commuting distance, takes time.
Diversity of stores and retailers in the chain:
“lonely riders” who do not cooperate as they
ought to.
Opportunities
Our own style of marketing proves to be
working in this area.
An even wider assortment (perhaps wines,
more exclusive products and services, etc.)
Our know-how.
Closer cooperation.
Threats
New shopping center coming nearby.
Competition getting harder in the whole field.
It is even harder to get one’s living from the
business.
Other good and strong chains.
With respect to the future, the retailer wants to have more free time, as the family has
always been hard-working and have even spent all their holidays working in the
husband’s parents’ store. He enjoys his work although he has not had time for vacations,
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but now as he and his wife are both getting older he feels it would be nice to have some
free time as well.
 H10  All our vacations used to be spent working for my parents ... We haven’t
had much of a private family life, we don’t go on vacations, only take a couple
of days off ... There’s so much work to do, and we like this business...  H10
 
The above citation shows that the retailer and his wife are both used to working hard, but
that they enjoy their work and are happy that the whole family can work together.
Case HW10: Summary and analysis
The husband in this case was a K-retailer in the second generation, but both spouses had
already had had their first career working in the chain organization. The husband was
highly educated compared to the K-retailers’ average. Besides having been long involved
in the chain organization, both had worked in the husband’s parents’ K-chain store. So,
when they started their own business they were already well acquainted with family
entrepreneurship and the lifestyle of K-retailers. These were real professionals and eager
to make their business succeed in their current store and might even consider moving
their business to bigger premises and a better store site somewhere else.
This is one of the two cases in this study where the wife did not want to give an
interview. The reason may have been that the husband was the actual retailer and
manager of the business, while the wife was responsible for the “invisible” work at the
office as well as for the household. The spouses made all the big decisions together, but
the wife was the one who monitored the costs of investments. Perhaps because we only
have the interview of the husband in this case, we do not get to know much about their
family life. According to the husband, the wife was in charge of the home, as she worked
shorter hours at the store. She usually did not work on Saturdays and the husband in turn
tried not to work every Sunday.
The husband wanted to give his personal image to the store and had also appeared in its
advertisements. He had lectured at various training events for other retailers, and strongly
felt that continuous training was major importance in their profession. The husband
trusted the chain organization and considered the advice and counseling it gave to be of
high standard professionally.
As this couple were already in their fifties, they had acquired some property of their won,
but their private and the firm’s property were mixed. Having run their own business for
only a couple of years, their enterprise was in the start-up stage, but on the family axis
they were in a transition between the entering-the-business and working-together stages.
The most important case-specific characteristic of this retailer couple is their professional
attitude to the business. The family had the traditional division of labour in the firm, but
this was largely based on the individual skills of the spouses. Entrepreneurship seemed to
be a quite natural result of the careers of both spouses prior to setting up their own
business. They had started their enterprise relatively old and were eager to concentrate on
developing the business. Their only child was already a grown-up and himself also
interested in entrepreneurship.
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5.2 The single-generation lifecycle model of K-retailers
The principles of the three-dimensional developmental model of family entrepreneurship
were described briefly in Chapter 2. The three dimensions in the model represent the
development of a family business over time. The first dimension illustrates the lifecycle
of ownership (ownership axis), the second the development of the business family
(family axis), and the third describes the lifecycle of the firm (business axis).  Because all
the respondents in this study represent the controlling-owner stage it is possible to leave
the ownership axis out of the family entrepreneurship model applied in this study. Even
through some of the cases even represent second- or third-generation entrepreneurs, also
in these cases the retailer had created his present business himself and is in control of the
business either alone or with his wife.
The model used in this study is an application of the three-dimensional developmental
model (Gersick et al. 1997) and the single-generation lifecycle model (Ward 1987), as
shown in Figure 22. The principles of these models are described in the next section.     
5.2.1 Ownership axis: The lifecycle stage of ownership
Most family businesses are established as controlling-owner companies in which there is
one owner or a married couple who controls the business. The size of controlling-owner
businesses varies considerably. Family employees are generally limited to the nuclear
family of the owner. There are three key challenges which characterize the controlling-
owner stage: 1) securing adequate capital, 2) dealing with the consequences of ownership
concentration, and 3) devising an ownership structure for continuity. In first-generation
firms, where the owner-manager is the founder, the principal sources of capital are
usually the savings invested by the majority owner, family, and friends. Non-family
shareholding is rare in smaller family businesses, and the most common non-family
source of capital is banks. Firms owned and managed by one person are the most
authority-concentrated (Gersick et al. 1997, 32-39). Indeed, having a single leader does
tend to be less complicated from the point of view of corporate decision-making. When
power is concentrated in the hands of one individual, major decisions can be made
quickly and informally (Lansberg 1999, 13). According to Gersick et al. (1997, 32-39),
although the business and management can be clear and efficient, there are also some
risks in concentration. Controlling-owner companies often either succeed or fail
depending on the competence, energy, versatility, and luck of a single individual. A
controlling owner often hopes that the business can be kept in the family also after
his/her own time. Then the big question is whether to continue to invest ownership
control in one individual or to divide it among a group of heirs.
In sibling partnerships, ownership control is shared between two or more brothers and
sisters, who may or may not be active in the business. There may be additional owners,
either from the parents’ generation or among the siblings’ children, but they do not
exercise significant ownership influence in a sibling partnership. The sibling-partnership
stage includes a range of structures reflecting different distributions of shares and control
among sibling group (Gersick et al. 1997, 39-47) Lansberg (1999, 18) points out that
family business owners consider a broad range of leadership arrangements when thinking
about succession. The majority of single controlling owners aspire to move their
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companies to sibling partnerships in the next generation; many of the owners want to see
their children function as a team in the second generation.
The key challenges in the sibling-partnership stage are in developing a system for shared
control among the owners, in defining the role of non-employed owners, in retaining
capital, and in controlling the factional orientation of the family branches (Gersick et al.
1997, 39-47). According to Ward and Aronoff (1992), the success and survival of a
family business depends on good sibling relationships. About 50 percent of the owners of
family firms in the United States expect that in the next generation their businesses will
be jointly owned and managed by two or more of their children. But equal partnerships
are fragile business structures: ego, stress, disagreement, or perceived unequal effort can
undermine the human relationships that sustain a business.
In the cousin-consortium stage, several cousins from different sibling branches exercise
ownership control and no single branch has enough voting shares to control decisions.
The key challenges are in managing the complexity of the family and the shareholder
group and in creating a family business capital market if some members of the cousin
consortium want to leave the business (Gersick et al. 1997, 47-55).
Parents often dream of having all their offspring working together harmoniously in the
firm, but tend to believe that collective leadership is doomed to fail. More complex
systems, such as sibling partnerships and cousin consortiums, are indeed more difficult to
manage. However, human nature is much more plastic than many assume and many
families that aspire to group leadership and ownership often find ways of collaborating
and managing conflict. Many of the world’s greatest business empires have been built by
family partnerships, and there are numerous examples of siblings and cousins who have
worked together for years and achieved notable success (Lansberg 1999, 8 and 19).
5.2.2 Family axis: The lifecycle stage of the business family
Business families can be divided into four stages, defined by ages of the members of
each generation active in the business: young business family, entering the business,
working together, and passing the baton (Gersick et al. 1997, 20). The lifecycle stage of
the family is under continuous change, as every family member ages year by year. Still,
the rhythm of individual and family development also resolves into a sequence of stages
that are distinctive and have meaning for business families. It is not adequate to talk
about “the business family” without taking into account its developmental stage. The
differences between the stages of young business family, entering the business, working
together, and passing the baton have important consequences for the business as well as
for the family, because they influence what is on the minds of the key family members,
and what is closest to their hearts. (Gersick et al. 1997, 277)
The young-business-family stage is a period of intense activity, including defining a
marital partnership that can support the owner-manager role, deciding whether or not to
have children, raising the children, and forming a new relationship with aging parents
(Gersick et al. 1997, 20).
In the entering-the-business stage, each generation is 10 to 15 years older than in the first
stage, and the families have to nurture the movement of the younger generation out of
childhood and into productive lives as adults. These families are concerned with creating
entry criteria and career paths for the young adult generation. They have to decide on
issues concerning whether or not the next generation will join the firm, while at the same
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time working in midlife transition as a couple and as siblings. They must also define their
role as the middle one of three adult generations, between elderly surviving parents and
children who are getting ready to form families of their own. (Gersick et al. 1997, 20)
A family is in the working-together stage when the parental generation moves through its
fifties and the younger generation is in its twenties and thirties. In this stage, families are
attempting to manage complex relations of parents, siblings, in-laws, cousins, and
children of wide-ranging ages. The capacity of the business system to support a rapidly
expanding family is tested during these years. (Gersick et al. 1997, 21.)
In the passing-the-baton stage, everyone is preoccupied with transition. There are
choices to be made about sharing or passing leadership from senior to middle generations
in all aspects of family life. If the family is well prepared and has the strength to
overcome the many resistances to these powerful changes, then the task of passing the
baton can be completed successfully. In any event, transitions inevitably occur, and the
cycles begin again. (Gersick et al. 1997, 21-22.)
5.2.3  Business axis: The lifecycle stage of the business
The third dimension describes the development of the business over time. There is
important variation in growth, product maturity, capitalization and indebtedness, non-
family manager development, and internationalization, which arises from the stage of the
business (Gersick et al. 1999, 22.)
The start-up stage covers the founding of the company and the early years when su rvival
is in question (Gersick et al. 1999, 23). The business is growing rapidly and demands a
great deal of both time and money. The organization is small but dynamic, and the
owners are motivated and committed to the business. The family’s financial needs are
limited to the basic needs and its goal is the success of the firm. The family and business
are aligned via cash flow (Ward 1987).
The expansion/formalization stage covers a broad spectrum of companies. It includes all
family firms from the point when they have established themselves in the market and
have stabilized their operations into an initial predictable routine, through expansion and
increasing organizational complexity, to the period when growth and organizational
change slow dramatically. This stage may last from a few years to many years, or even
beyond a generation. It is the time when family firms try to shape the growth curve and
emerging structure of the business to serve the needs of the evolving ownership group
and the developing family. (Gersick et al. 1999, 23.) In other words, the business is
maturing, and the organization is growing larger and becoming more complex. The
owner motivation is control and stability, while at the same time the family’s needs are
increasing. The goal of the family is to raise and educate the children. The family and
business need cash and time for different purposes – that is, parenting vs. business
growth. (Ward 1987.)
The final stage on the business axis is the maturity stage. It is a stage of stasis in the
family firm, when operations are routinized to the point of automatic behaviour and
expectations about growth are very modest. There are two ways out of the maturity stage
of a family firm: renewal and recycling, or death of the firm. Ward (1987) suggests that a
business in the maturity stage requires strategic regeneration and re-investments, or
otherwise its organization can become quite stagnant. The owner seeks new interests or is
“semi-retired”, and the next generation seeks growth and change. The family’s needs are
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even greater and the family seeks security and prosperity from the business. The
generations have different agendas and their risk outlook differs. The older generation
wants funds for retirement and the younger generation wants development and growth of
the business.
Mannermaa (1989, 71) divides the career of a K-retailer into three different stages. The
K-retailer’s career starts even before he/she actually is an entrepreneur. This is the
training stage when the would-be retailer is training for the job by working in another
retailer’s store and by taking part in training courses that prepare him/her for
management of a business. The next stage is starting-the-business stage when the retailer
is starting up business in his/her new or renewed store. After that comes the
normalization stage, which may be interrupted by new starting-the-business stages, for
instance, after making renovations in the old store or moving to a new marketplace.
(Mannermaa 1989, 71.) Many entrepreneurs are not satisfied with their business at any
stage and always want to create new ways of operating. Development in the grocery
retail business has been tremendous in recent years, and as the chain system also is
developing it seems that K-retailers have to keep renewing their stores in the future as
well. According to Bartlett (1988, 7), all entrepreneurs share a desire to strive higher. He
likens entrepreneurship to climbing a mountain. When you reach the top of the mountain
you suddenly see an even higher and more challenging peak that had previously been
obscured by clouds. Because man has no boundaries and the chances for achievement are
limitless, ambition is ultimately self-destructive.
K-retailers, like grocers in general, usually start in a small store, but, of course, this
depends on the case – on the retailer’s experience and training prior to starting his/her
own business, on the way the business is financed, and on the kind of stores available at
the start-up moment. But most retailers would like to get a bigger store right from the
start or, if not, at least increase the turnover of the smaller store and develop their
business. There were a few business families in this study who, although they were
satisfied with their business, might still have considered taking the next step and getting a
bigger store.
As noted, a retailer’s career can be “interrupted” or changed if he/she decides to start a
new store or renew the old store. The market is under constant development and one
must keep up with it or risk dropping out. Retailers are used to situations demanding that
“the show must go on”, used to keeping things rolling, and always planning or
implementing renewals, so it is usually not easy for them to retire.
5.2.4 Lifecycle stages of the cases in this study
The altogether 10 business family cases of this study can be divided into lifecycle stages
as shown in Figure 22. However, it must be borne in mind that there are no exact
divisions between the various periods or stages, but instead, there are transition phases
between them. Families may, for example, have children of widely different ages and the
businesses can undergo sudden changes based on developments in the market
environment. Often these transitions on the family axis or business axis are grounded on
individual transition periods. Transition periods are, as Lansberg (1999, 92) suggests,
typically age-specific. In their mid-thirties, people are concerned with achieving position
and power, their early forties are the midpoint of their life and thus a time for a
reappraisal where people suddenly, unpredictably, seem to lose their bearings. In their
early fifties, adults tend to slow down and take more interest in mentoring the young.
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In the model developed in this study, the business axis actually has four stages: 1)
training stage (all the retailers had passed already this stage), 2) start-up stage, 3)
formalization stage, and 4) maturity stage. The lifecycle stage of the businesses in the
study is not so simple to define because K-retailers can move from one store to another,
and their business in the new store can start from quite another stage than where it had
been left in the previous store. Overall, the lifecycle stage of the business depends on the
length of the retailer’s entrepreneurial career, the retailer’s years at the present store, and
the age of the store itself. The environment of the store also affects its lifecycle stage. For
example, if a big new competitor enters the same market area, the older stores in the
neighbourhood are suddenly likely to be seen as “old-fashioned” by consumers and will
thus reach their maturity stage, even if the retailers of these stores were only starters at
their business.
Four of the case businesses were in the start-up stage (HW1, HW3, HW9, HW10), which
means that their business was not older than five years. Two were in the formalization
stage (HW6 having been entrepreneurs for 11 and HW5 for 12 years) and four were in
the maturity stage (HW2, HW4, HW7, HW8), which means that they had been
entrepreneurs for over 20 years. But if we consider the lifecycle stage of the retailers’
current stores the figure is different. Although Case HW2, for instance, had been
entrepreneurs for 20 years altogether, the retailer had been in the present store for just
four years, positioning the business in this store in the start-up stage. However, since the
experience of the entrepreneur is of key importance with a view to the business, the cases
Business axis
 Figure 22: The cases in a single-generation lifecycle model.
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in this study were divided into business lifecycle stages according to the length of the
whole entrepreneurial career of the retailer.
The family axis in Figure 22 also has four stages: 1) young business family, 2) entering
the business, 3) working together, and 4) passing the baton. The division of the cases of
this study into stages on the family axis is described in the following.
Four of the case families in this study were in the young-business-family stage (HW1,
HW2, HW3, HW6) and had young children who were not yet working in the store. Two
of these cases were in the start-up stage on the business axis (HW1, HW3), one in the
formalization stage (HW6) and one in the maturity stage (HW2). Common to all these
cases is that they were struggling with how to get enough time for the family. Although
all of them wanted to develop their business, they also wanted to spend some time with
their small children. The mothers had shorter workdays and tried to be together with the
children. In three of the cases (HW2, HW3, HW6) the fathers tried to get some time for
being with the children, and the couples had developed a system that made it possible. In
two of the cases (HW3, HW6) both spouses did housework, in one (HW1) the wife alone
took care of the household, and in one (HW2) the wife was responsible for the
housework but had hired help as well. Their economic situation was dependent on the
cases’ position on the business axis. In the start-up stage, the economic situation of a
family is more dependent on the firm than in the maturity stage.
In four of the cases (HW4, HW5, HW9, HW10) the children sometimes helped in the
firm or were working there part-time. These families belong to the entering-the-business
stage. One case (HW2) lies actually between the young-business-family stage and
entering-the-business stage. In this family the parents had divided their workday so that
one or the other of the parents was at home whenever the children were at home. In three
cases (HW4, HW9, HW10), all of the children were either in their teens or older, and so
the parents were able to devote their time to their work. Two of the cases (HW9, HW10)
were in the start-up stage and one (HW5) in the formalization stage, and one (HW4) in
the maturity stage. How the entrepreneurs in the entering-the-business stage see their
economic situation also depends on their position on the business axis. In the
formalization and maturity stages, the economy is stable and the families also have some
private property. In the start-up stage, their economy is more dependent on the business.
If children are helping, this means more flexibility in the firm’s division of labour.
Two of the cases (HW7, HW8) had adult children who were working in the business or
had sometimes worked there. These families had been entrepreneurs for a long time and
were already starting to plan retirement, but they were still in the working-together stage.
Both cases were probably going to reach the passing-the-baton stage within the next two
years. These cases were actually quite different even though both retailer couples were in
their fifties and were contemplating retirement. The retailer in the other case (HW8) was
thinking about facing even bigger challenges before retiring, and was training his sons to
be entrepreneurs in case they wanted to join the business. In the other case (HW7), the
retailer said he was no longer after any big business at his age, nor were his daughters
going to continue the business although they had always helped their parents in the firm.
This clearly illustrates the difference between individual entrepreneurs: someone may to
make big business, while someone else will be content with a small-scale business with
smaller risks. The above two cases were more traditional in their division of labour than
those representing a younger generation.
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Cases HW7 and HW8 were slowly moving towards the passing-the-baton stage. Because
succession is a very long and important process in family business, this problem area is
focused on next.
Even though K-retailers own their businesses, each one has signed a personal agreement
with Kesko. Consequently, if a retailer wants to give his/her store to the next generation,
this must be first negotiated with Kesko. When a K-retailer retires there are different
options on how to proceed to keep the business going. The store can be sold to another
K-retailer, or it can be passed on to one of the retailer’s children. Or the store can be sold
to another K-retailer, and all or some of the children may start their own stores
somewhere else. Or the retailer can donate the firm as property to his/her children, but in
such a situation the children are usually required to start their own business in another
store. It is also possible to have sibling partnerships or even cousin consortiums among
K-retailers, but this is very rare nowadays.
Many founders of a firm tend to develop an exaggerated image of the disastrous
consequences that their retirement would bring. The fear of losing control of the business
is often compounded by the thought that retiring from the firm will lead to a demotion
from one’s central role within the family.  In addition to the loss of power, founders also
resist succession or retirement out of fear of losing an important part of their identity. For
an entrepreneur, it is the business that defines his/her place in the community and in the
world at large. The firm forms an integral part of his/her sense of self. (Lansberg 1988.)
Case HW8 in this study is an illustrative example. The entrepreneur (H8) had planned to
retire when he turned 50, but now that the time had come he was no longer willing to “let
go”. According to his own words, he had to develop the business further and he also
considered himself to owe it to society.
The founder of a firm sees the firm as his/her “baby” – it is the true object of his/her
devotion, because it is a living symbol of his/her own achievement. To some extent,
children are a means by which to achieve the objective of preserving the firm intact.
They are the instruments by which the founder achieves a worldly form of immortality.
The parent-founder invests heavily in the education and training of those children whom
he/she has selected to take over the management of the firm. Although this interest may
appear to be a loving one – and may indeed be so – it is coupled with emotional
blackmail. Affection may be withheld from those who do not do their duty and join the
family firm when in the founder’s view it is their duty to do so. Knowing this, the more
manipulatable members of the family may enter the firm against their better judgement.
(Casson 1999, 17.)
In this study, the husband in Case HW2 was a third-generation retailer. He had started his
career as an entrepreneur in his parents’ store where he had worked ever since he was a
child. His sister had been unwilling to work in the family business, and had made her
own career in another field. The parents wanted the son to continue the firm, as he and
his wife had worked so hard for the business. The sister resented this situation because
she failed to realize that a business has to be “re-created” every day over again, and that
it cannot be received in a ready-made form from someone else. During his
entrepreneurship of 20 years the retailer had worked his way up to become a highly
successful retailer in a big hypermarket, but his sister still thought he had received
everything “on a silver platter” from their parents. This is a typical case where there can
only be one successor.
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 H2  But about this family entrepreneurship, so that I don’t give too rosy a
picture. For instance, the relations between myself and my sister have been
very strained ever since my sister announced that she wouldn’t stay and work
at the store. She got a job at the bank and has then advanced from an ordinary
bank clerk to a bank manager. This has strained our relations, we  haven’t met
for five years. She won’t see me ... but she had made her choice, and my father
then thought that I should continue with the firm. Of course, now that the
business has brought us a good standard of living, my sister fails to understand
– has always failed to understand – that it’s the individual who makes the
money for the firm, not the firm itself. So even if I did inherit our father’s
firm, she doesn’t get it that a store is no business just snap! like that. She
refuses to accept the fact that I’m successful. I’ve often said that we’d be on
good terms if I hadn’t been successful. She’s watched me ever since I was a
little boy and thought that this guy would never make it, that was her opinion
about the matter. In any case, the way I see it I’ve done well in this field. On
the other hand, I’ve also turned it into a strength, it’s become sort of an
obsession to prove myself to the family ...  H2
The question of succession is very important for older family members who need to
safeguard their interests when they become infirm. It is particularly crucial for family
members who have created something of which they are very proud, and which they
would like to endure after their death. This desire for an enduring monument to one’s
labours needs to be recognized formally when considering the preferences that govern
the behaviour of senior members of a family firm. It also points to the existence of a
dynastic motive. (Casson 1999, 17.)
Casson (1999, 20) suggests that there are succession situations in which the parent is
altruistic towards the child, but the child is not altruistic towards the parent and does not
intend to succeed to the ownership of the firm. Because the parents know that the child is
selfish, they recognize the child will shirk unless his/her remuneration is closely linked to
the performance of the firm. Altruism leads to inefficiency, therefore, if it involves
reducing the amount of risk borne by the child. On the other hand, the altruistic parent is
willing to tolerate some loss of efficiency in order to meet the requirements of the child.
In another situation, the child is also altruistic – so that the altruistic feelings are
symmetric between the parent and the child – and will work harder under any pay regime
than he/she otherwise would. If several children have entered the business, but only one
of them is the successor, then the successor is likely to be given the greatest
responsibility because, for a given degree of altruism, he/she is the one who is likely to
work hardest.
It helps a succession process if the family members have a mutual vision of the future of
the family firm. According to Lansberg (1999, 76) this “shared dream” endows the
family enterprise with meaning – it conveys a profound explanation for why it is
important to the family to continue the business. The dream drives the entrepreneurial
parents to aspire to build a business and pass it on to their children. The concept of a
dream is frequently mentioned in the family business literature, but is rarely developed or
rigorously defined.  Lansberg’s definition of the dream is a vision of the kind of life an
individual wishes to lead, shaping his/her goals, expectations, and choices at every stage
of the lifecycle. The vision shapes a life structure that at every stage defines an
individual’s view of his/her social roles in the world, including the relationships to other
people, the groups that are significant, and the ambitions related to career.
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Entrepreneurial formations are the result of interacting situational and cultural factors.
The family, particularly the father or the mother, plays the most powerful role in
establishing the desirability and credibility of entrepreneurial action for an individual.
Most entrepreneurs have entrepreneurial parents, but still many entrepreneurial parents
tell their children not to start an enterprise (Shapero and Sokol 1982, 83). In every family
that owns a successful company, however, the enterprise has a tremendous impact on the
career choices of the younger family members. Every young family member must come
to terms with the dominating influence of the business in such a family, especially when
the parent’s dream involves having them own and manage it (Lansberg 1999, 5).
The children can be rather young when they begin to want to go on with the family
business, because they are in constant contact with the business from early childhood. In
the earliest years, of course, they probably do not know of any other professions than
those closely related to the parents’ work, but still they have their dream of becoming
entrepreneurs like their parents are. But it is not so rare that when the children grow older
they begin to think that their parents are always working and that there must be some
other ways of making a living, too. As parents usually want their children to be better
educated than they themselves are, the children are often first educated for another
profession, and after few years may then return to work in their parents’ firm. Usually
their special skills are needed and prove useful in a family firm.
The focus in this study is not on the succession and the next generation, even though
these questions are important in every family firm. The cases included only two families
who were going to face the succession problem in the near future. According to Lansberg
(1999, 1), less than 30 percent of family firms last into the second generation, and of
these, only about 10 percent make it into the third generation. Yet some of the world’s
greatest companies have managed to reinvent the miracle in every generation. Likewise,
most of the start-up firms in Finland are family firms, but less than 20 percent of them
last into the second generation (Koiranen 2000, 44-46).
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6  THE CROSS-CASE ANALYSIS IN RELATION TO THE
RESEARCH QUESTIONS
6.1 Economic interaction of the household and the enterprise
Family or household resources are, to simplify, what the family has or can create to get
what it wants. Resources, thus, provide the means by which to satisfy the family’s
purposes or demands. For individuals, they represent the essential way of attaining
personal goals and meeting personal demands. Resources can be classified as human vs.
non-human (material), or as non-economic vs. economic. By human resources we refer to
the skills, talents, and abilities that people possess. Non-human resources include money,
facilities, and material objects available to the family or individual. (Deacon and
Firebaugh 1988, 52; Goldsmith 1996, 75, 89; Hallman 1991, 47; Paolucci et al. 1977,
136.)  Entrepreneurs have been described as people who have the capability and self-
confidence to make use of their unique human resources (Johannisson 1992, 162).
In this study, the term “economic resources” is used to refer to personal and family assets
of any form. The businesses of the interviewed retailers represented widely different-
sized stores, their sales varying from FIM 8 to 198 million (EUR 1.35 to 33.30 million).
This means that the economic situations of their households also differ considerably. The
sales of the stores are not given here to safeguard the anonymity of the interviewees. It
would be easy to identify the retailers according to the sales figures, since they are public
knowledge. For the same reason the K-chain to which each retailer belongs is kept secret
since someone might recognize the retailers from that piece of knowledge, too.
There are a wide variety of terms and concepts related to resources, be they human or
material. Of economic resources, wealth is defined as a measure of what has been
accumulated, whereas income is what is earned or given to the recipient. Wealth includes
credit, money, benefits, stocks and bonds, household appliances, cars, savings, property,
and investments. On the other hand, commissions, wages, interest, dividends, bonuses,
pensions, and royalties are all forms of money income (including child support, alimony,
and government transfer payments such as social welfare). Employee benefits are goods
and services that also form part of an individual’s or family’s resources. (Goldsmith
1996, 80.)  Moreover, family income has been defined as that stream of money, goods
and services, and satisfactions that come under control of the family to be used by the
family members to satisfy needs and desires and to discharge obligations (Nickel et al.
1959, 208 ref. Rice 1981, 245). Paolucci et al. (1977, 136) have mentioned matter-energy
as the basic family resource, which has to be converted into a specific form for use in
attaining a family goal (food, gasoline, electricity, information, clothing, houses, and
material goods).
Foa and Foa (1974, 54 ref. Rettig et al. 1991) define a resource as any commodity,
material, or symbol which is transmitted through interpersonal behaviour and is available
for need satisfaction. Among non-economic resources, they define love as an expression
of positive regard, warmth or comfort. Status, on the other hand, is defined as an
evaluative judgement that conveys high or low prestige, respect or esteem, and in
contrast to love, is conveyed in verbal, symbolic messages of respect and confidence. Foa
and Foa go on to define an exchange of services as something which involves concrete
activities performed on the body, belongings, or environment of a person and involves
the labour of one person to increase the comfort of another or save him/her energy.
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Information is defined as a symbolic expression of advice, options, instructions, or
enlightenment. Money is any coin, currency or token which has some standard unit of
exchange value, and goods refer to tangible products, objects, or materials. (Foa and Foa
1980, 79.) Rettig et al. (1991, 274) have pointed out that certain institutional
environments are more appropriate for some resource exchanges than others. For
example, information and status exchanges are expected in business firms and schools,
whereas love exchanges are not as appropriate in that same environment.
Moreover, in their study on family life quality, Rettig et al. (1991) suggested that the
larger the amount of a resource a person possesses, the more power he/she has with this
resource and the more likely it is to be given to others. And vice versa, the smaller the
amount of a resource possessed by a person, the more likely he/she is to need the
resource and to seek it from others. One person, thus, has power in a resource that the
other person needs. The lack of power in money resources also affects needs for status
and for love. In the above-mentioned study, the combination of family wellbeing scores
from more that one family member was assumed to be an indicator of family life quality,
since the same family environment will not meet the personal needs of two individuals in
equivalent ways. Family life quality is presumed to exist when the family group meets
the psychological, social, physical, and economic needs of all its members. The results
specified that all these resources are necessary for quality of life and must be present. But
obviously it is not easy to measure or adequately cover the content complexity of “family
life quality” because family quality and wellbeing are both concepts at high levels of
abstraction and it is difficult to establish an appropriate criterion for them. (Rettig et al.
1991, 274-276, 295.)
A family’s wellbeing or even their economic resources are not easy to measure. Peltola
(2000, 92) refers to Tshajanow, who already in 1923 argued that classical and
neoclassical economics cannot be applied to peasant family farms. According to
Tshajanow, the economy of a peasant family must be examined as a whole and the
different income sources cannot be separated from each other. In her study on farmer
families, Katila (2000, 217, 220) found that very few of the studied farmer families knew
the exact payment for their work in the family farm or business. They were not able to
calculate their income, but what is interesting to note, they did not even want to. Had
their economic profit from the business not been high, it might have questioned their way
of living. Still, even if the remuneration for their input had not been good it could have
been compensated by nonmaterial rewards. The most important thing was have enough to
survive. The farmers in Katila’s study did not desire to become rich, only to attain a
moderate standard of living. Success is, of course, a very subjective experience and we
all have our own personal idea of what is “moderate”.
The same applies to family retailers, whose income and property are usually impossible
to measure in strictly monetary terms. Usually K-retailers do not receive a salary but can
obtain their food and other goods needed in the household without charge from their own
store. Sometimes it is hard for retailers even to tell what is the property of their family
and what is the property of firm. If they own private property, it may have been
mortgaged as security for the debts of the enterprise. No inventory was made of the
property of the households or enterprises in this study. Thus, the economic resources of
the household-enterprise complex have not been measured in money nor has the state of
the business been estimated by any calculations. What is of more interest here is finding
out whether the retailers were able to separate their private property from the property of
the firm – not the size of that property.
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In the interviews the retailers were requested to describe the kind of property they had
and who the owner was. Accordingly, they talked about where they lived, who owned
the house or flat, who owned the cars that they drove, and whether they had a summer
cottage or other property or businesses. The price or value of the property was not
discussed. Thus, we only have the word of the entrepreneur here, and a description of
the economic situation as the interviewees themselves saw it at the time.
The interviewees all shared the idea that economic wealth was not what they were
after, but that the quality of life was what they appreciated. All of them also expressed
the view that there were many easier ways of earning one’s living than being an
entrepreneur. But the freedom and the challenges of entrepreneurship meant quality of
life to them. Many retailers also pointed out that even if they had to work hard they
also spent a great deal of time together with their families – for the very reason that
they had the chance to work together. In most cases, one or the other of the parents
stayed at home with the children when they were small. The mother might do
household work as well as spend a day or two a week in the store. All the
interviewees hoped to make their business profitable so they would have enough
money to live on comfortably once they retired. They also wished to retire young –
but this may change, as could be seen in the case of the retailer who had reached the
age when he had planned to retire, but was still unwilling to give up his business after
all.
One of the aims of this study was to estimate how the property in the household-
enterprise complex could be separated into the property of the family and the property
of the firm. Figure 23 gives a picture of the economic situation of the K-retailer and
his household-enterprise complex to illustrate to what extent the entrepreneur is
dependent on the property of the enterprise, or vice versa.
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Figure 23: Economic interaction between the family and the firm in the household-
enterprise complex.
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Several models can be used to describe the household-enterprise complex and the
interactions between the units of the complex according to the lifecycle stage of the
family and the firm. Figure 23 describes the main alternative ways of interaction between
the household and the enterprise (represented by the twin circles) in the case of K-
retailers, based on the interviews of this study.
1) Stage 1 in Figure 23 refers to the stage when the family business is starting and the
family is in the young-business-family stage. This is a time when retailers tend to
invest their private property into the business or at least mortgage it as security for the
loans of their firm. The family members and the retailer are generally not paid any
salary by the enterprise. Still, the family earns its living from the business but does not
increase its own private property. If the business brings in profit, that profit is invested
back into the business. This is a difficult time for the entrepreneurial family because in
the young-business-family stage they are usually having children and also have to get
a bigger home, at the same time as they have to invest heavily into the business.
2) Stage 2 is the period when the business grows and establishes itself, and the family
can start to increase their private property. Nevertheless, the business will require
renewing and new investments, so again the retailers have to invest private property
into the business. Some of the children may be working in summer jobs in the firm. At
this stage, also family members usually begin to get paid a salary by the firm.
3) Stage 3is almost a hypothetical situation where the enterprise and the household are
two different systems and do not have much economic interaction with each other.
Around this time, in the formalization or maturity stage, the family can separate its
private property from the firm’s property, provided that the business has been
successful. The most difficult years of starting the business are over, and profit can
now also be distributed to family members. This stage seldom lasts very long, since
the business will again call for renewal.
4) Finally, in Stage 4, there is a need for reinvestments and major changes in the
enterprise, and the retailer again either has to invest private property into the firm or
help his/her offspring to take over the business by offering them loans, and of course,
professional advice. There usually is a successor who makes his/her own investments,
and so the firm again returns to the start-up stage. But the original family entrepreneur
is never really independent of the business, because generally he/she assumes some
responsibility for the firm’s loans in one way or another. And again, the original
retailer has property invested in the firm. The cycle begins from the start for the
successor, who is in the start-up stage with his/her young business family.
The two retailers in this study who were second- or third-generation entrepreneurs can be
said to have been quite fortunate, not because they had inherited a “ready” business, but
because they had long experience from working in their parents’ store and were familiar
with the many requirements and challenges of entrepreneurship. Both had been quite
young when they started as entrepreneurs, but they had managed to overcome many
hardships during their career and were happy with their current business.
Based on the foregoing it may be concluded that a business family always has its private
property and the firm’s property more or less merged together. In good times the business
family can temporarily increase its property, but since bad times also occur almost
inevitably their private property is again needed for the firm. And if business fails it
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means nothing but a lot of work for the family members. If the firm goes bankrupt it
usually means bankruptcy also for the family.
The retailers of this study seemed quite satisfied with their business, even though some
of them were also somewhat apprehensive. Still, an entrepreneur has to be some kind of
an opportunist. Once the entrepreneur has made a big investment, there is no choice for
him/her but to believe in the business and rely on him/herself. The wellbeing that the
retailers are seeking from their enterprises is, after all, a very subjective and time-bound
phenomenon.
Allardt (1976, 32) defines wellbeing as the satisfaction of physiological needs, which
makes it quite objective as a concept. Happiness, in turn, is associated with subjective
experiences and emotions, and depends on how an individual feels about his/her life. The
standard of living consists of those material and non-personal resources that an
individual can use to control his/her living conditions. It refers to those needs that can be
satisfied by material or economic resources. Such needs are concerned with things like
income, housing, employment, etc. The need for relatedness and self-actualization cannot
be satisfied with material resources but they can be measured by the quality of human
relations. The satisfaction of these needs can be called the quality of life.
Economic wellbeing, or the degree to which individuals or families have economic
adequacy, is only one indicator used to measure the quality of life. Although income is
important in predicting perceived economic wellbeing, other factors also contribute to
this perception. People’s attitudes and skills affect their use of resources and perception
of environmental factors. Each family in itself also has a distinctive composition and is
predisposed to characteristic models of thought which reflect the circumstances that are
unique to it. (Kratzer and Keefe 1993, 43 ref. Goldsmith 1996, 79.)
The dimensions of life quality have been outlined in the theory of Foa and Foa (1974).
The theory has several advantages as a means of conceptualizing the quality of the family
environment in meeting individual needs. The family is recognized as the group where
the widest range of resource exchanges takes place and where there is the greatest
potential for meeting personal needs. The theory explains the dynamics of interpersonal
satisfaction resulting from resource exchanges that meet human needs. Humans have a
need for love and affection (love), respect and esteem (status), comfort and assistance
(services), meaningful communication (information), ownership of personal things
(goods), and money for personal use (money). All six classes of resources are needed to
maintain life quality. When any of the recourses falls below a minimum level, the quality
of life is impaired. (Foa and Foa 1974 ref. Rettig et al. 1991, 271.)
6.2 Division of labour and gender roles in the household-enterprise
complex of K-retailers
Before people went to work in factories, work and family life were much less segregated
than they are nowadays. The work of women and children within the family business is
not a new phenomenon – it is based on preindustrial societies where men and women
were working side by side within the family or household enterprise, usually a farm
(Kovalainen 1993, 206). Preindustrial agrarian societies had families working and living
together, providing not only their own food but also much else needed for survival. For
weavers and artisans, the workplace and the living quarters were often one and the same
thing, and whole families were working in “cottage industries”, making clothes or other
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items for market sale. By the early 20th century many of the productive functions that had
been performed in homes – processing of food or making of clothing – were located in
industries outside the home. Earlier, people used to work with their family members, but
in factories they had to work with strangers. To treat work and family life as separate
worlds was, for them, the same as to impose impermeable boundaries on dynamic and
interconnected social relations. (Piotrkowski 1979, 7, 16.) Ever since the 1920s, the
division of labour and gender roles have been associated with the idea of private and
public life. Women have been traditionally bound to the private sector, to home and
housework, and men more towards labour and the public sector (Sulkunen 1989, 80-81).
Nowadays, work is a large and important category of human behaviour. In our modern
economy, employed people spend roughly one-fourth of their lives at their jobs, and
many people who are not formally employed (students, housewives, etc.) spend similar
amounts of time working, often according to the rhythm set by the world of paid work
(Lea et al. 1987, 135).
It is difficult for an entrepreneur to separate work life from family life or leisure time.
Entrepreneurs as a group are not less “family-oriented” than employed persons – on the
contrary, they want to be active in both spheres of life. The interviews of this study
convey the clear message that the most important thing in the lives of these entrepreneurs
was the family. Since a family business requires so much attention away from the family,
the retailers had tried to arrange their life so that one or the other of the parents could be
at home with the children. In the older families it was usually the mother who had stayed
home to take care of the children. Among the younger retailers in this study there was a
tendency for the fathers also to want to spend time with their children, also during the
weekdays. Especially if the father came from an entrepreneurial family he appreciated
the opportunity to be with the children, because he had in his own childhood felt bad
about his father not being at home. According to Jallinoja’s study (2000, 209), people
with families usually spend almost all their free time at home. Finnish parents spend
about 20 minutes with their children daily, but in practice the time spent with the children
is longer because childcare is classified as work in time-use calculations – not as time
spent with the family and the children.
According to Beckérus and Roos (1985), entrepreneurs dream of building their family a
“good” life by setting up their own business, but particularly during the initial years the
business takes up all the time and energy of the entrepreneur. The enterprise demands a
lot of psychic energy, and there is not much left over for a “normal” family life or for
hobbies, etc. Entrepreneurs themselves seem not miss relationships and social
connections outside their firm. This has some consequences for family life, too. If the
entrepreneur has a spouse, it implies that – for their mutual and social life in general to be
successful – the spouse should be as dependent on the firm as the entrepreneur
him/herself in order to be able to understand the requirements set by the business. Many
entrepreneurs have developed a “natural” strategy to avoid living with a bad conscience
for not having much time for family life – namely, they integrate their own family into
the life of the firm by employing their spouses and children. In some cases the family
members grow as committed to the firm as the entrepreneur. (Beckérus and Roos 1985,
105, 152-156.) The respondents in this study also stressed the importance of both spouses
knowing the business and understanding the entrepreneurial way of life.
 W7  It’s a question of pulling together and there’s also a feeling of security there,
too. In a job like this, you’re both working together and sharing much the same
understanding of this work. You learn to understand the other person’s
responsibilities much better when you’re in the same boat yourself. For me it’s a
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natural way of life. But this requires a certain kind of personality – and a lot of
perseverance...  W7
 
Working in the family business can increase the sense of togetherness between the family
members, especially if all members have interesting duties in the firm. The situation may
be problematic, however, if the spouse has to leave his/her own challenging job to help in
the family business. Tolkki-Nikkonen (1990, 48) suggests that the work of the husband
determines family life more than his wife’s does. The husband’s job also has more
consequences to the life of his spouse than vice versa. The husband’s work usually poses
no problem to the family although men tend to be more preoccupied with the business
even in their leisure time than women. The family’s socio-economic situation and the
type of work the spouses do determine how much thought is given to work in leisure
time. The higher the position of the husband, the more likely he is to think about business
at home (Haavio-Mannila 1984, 187-189). All the retailers in this study considered their
business as the mutual responsibility of the family and found it motivating to work
together. One of the respondents, whose wife had worked together with him for years but
had then stayed home to take care of the family, said that it would probably not have
been possible for him to create the business had she not worked together with him in the
business when they started off.
 H8  ... But I don’t think I could have managed to do this on my own. I’ll always
appreciate those early days, there we were, backing each other and working long
hours ... with this common interest of ours in mind. That was the only way to make
it, if we’re talking about a small family enterprise. Now in this present size class,
you are the manager of the store and the enterprise, but the basic things remain the
same.  H8
 
Family entrepreneurs usually work long hours and also tend to take their work home,
which poses a challenge to the family. In an inquiry by Suhonen (1999, 10-11)
concerning the role of the spouse in a family business, 17 percent of entrepreneurs’
spouses working outside their own enterprise had been thinking of changing jobs, and 22
percent had even been thinking of leaving their job to stay home because of their
spouse’s entrepreneurship. All the family firms in this study had both spouses involved in
the business and/or taking care of the family, but none of the spouses had their own
career somewhere else. Some of the wives had worked outside the family firm when the
business was started, but had left their position after a short time to stay at home or to
work in the family firm.
 H4  The order of priority is such that first you think about the business, and then
about your mutual life together and about free time and other things ...  they’re sort
of secondary ... and naturally life tends to revolve around the firm and of course it
is a central thing ... My wife used to work in another field earlier and Monday
mornings when they went to work the other ladies would talk about how they had
spent the weekend together with the family, and my wife never had anything to tell
and she was quite bitter and angry about it. But she’s changed her mind now that
she’s come to work here, too – so that nowadays she thinks that this is our way of
life, that the most important thing is the success of the firm and how things go
here, and we can’t run off on a trip somewhere just like that ...  H4
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Generally speaking, people who work full-time spend less time together with their family
– their children, spouse, or parents – than they would like to. In Lammi-Taskula’s inquiry
(1999, 11), about 40 percent of employees said they felt they should spend more time
with their family. The lifecycle stage of the family and the firm naturally dictates much
of the time use of the family and its members. Tolkki-Nikkonen (1990, 46) reported that
more than 70 percent of the parents of small children preferred to spend their leisure time
with their families. The fathers hoped to have more time and closer relationships with
their children, but this may have been more like wishful thinking (Tolkki-Nikkonen
1990, 92).
What seems to be decisive is not the amount of time spent together, but how unanimous
the family members are about deciding how they spend their time. Thus, it is not always
necessary to increase the time spent together – what is important is the way the spouses
feel about their time use. For example, Tolkki-Nikkonen (1990, 46-49) found no
connection between how the family felt about their amount of work and how content they
were with their leisure time. Whether or not you are burdened with an overload of work
is not the point – the point is how much control you have over your time use. Many of
the respondents in this study stressed the meaningfulness of the family members doing
something together. A family business naturally enables the children to work together
with their parents. One retailer couple said they just wanted to do normal everyday tasks
with their children, spend time with them. They did not consider it important to take the
children to amusement parks, but to live an ordinary family life together. Several
interviewees also pointed out the need for each parent to have his/her own activities or
hobbies together with the children. Ultimately, the distribution of time use depends on
the overall situation and the lifecycle stage both of the family and the firm.
A household needs someone to decide what will be done, by whom, when, where, and
how it will be done, and what resources this activity will require. This person can be
called the manager of the family. The family manager makes decisions about how money
is spent, initiates goals, sets objectives, makes plans, keeps family records and timetables,
and performs a host of other tasks. This may be one person, or the management
responsibilities may be divided among several people. (Goldsmith 1996, 80.) Men are
usually seen as the heads or leaders of the family, or as the “householders”, since they
have traditionally been the main economic providers for households in our society. The
householder is defined as the person in whose name the home is owned or rented, and for
a married couple who jointly own or rent their home, either spouse can be listed as the
householder. Nowadays, in times of increasingly complex family structures and
relationships, it is complicated to determine who is related to whom and who is the actual
”householder”. (Biddlecom and Kramarow 1998, 368.)  Ward and Aronoff (1994) say it
is important to separate family leadership from business leadership. Each job is
important, demanding, and different, and both also require continuity. They suggest that
the parent who is not consumed in the family enterprise when the business is started is
usually tremendously dedicated to the family’s welfare. That parent stresses the personal
development of each person, teaches good family communication skills, and builds or
maintains family traditions. Lansberg (1999, 84) argues that in business families with a
traditional division of gender roles, the mother is often the guardian of the “collective
dream” of the family. The dream seems to provide the glue that gives cohesion and a
sense of belonging to the other members of the family. It frequently emphasizes the
perpetuation of family harmony through involvement in the business.
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In the following sections I examine the division of labour and decision-making from the
viewpoint of the family and from that of the firm. Because both units in the household-
enterprise complex have their own functions, they are examined separately, even though
the aim of this study is to create a holistic picture of the entire complex. The focus is first
on the division of labour and decision-making of the household, followed by the division
of labour of the enterprise, after which I draw some conclusions about the division of
labour and the gender roles in the household-enterprise complex of K-retailers.
6.2.1 Division of labour in the household
There is strong evidence in this study that in a family business, the wife is the manager of
the household and the husband is the manager of the firm. Some studies have suggested
that the husband exerts more instrumental power and the wife more mental power
(Eskola 1984, 225), which may, to some extent, also explain the division of power
among the entrepreneurial households in this study. Also in the study by Smith (2000,
284), the “copreneurs” – entrepreneurs who are married or unmarried couples and jointly
own and manage a business and share the commitment to and responsibility for the
venture – adhered to traditional gender role orientations at home and at work, with the
women’s family roles reinforced in the workplace, regardless of their job title. Thus,
female copreneurial roles were primarily defined as wives and mothers, rather than as
executives.
In shared ownership, the spouses share the responsibilities according to their skills, both
in the business and also in private family life (Beckérus and Roos 1985, 152-156). The
division of labour among the retailer couples in this study was very clear as a rule. This
does not mean that the husband did everything in the enterprise and the wife in the
household, but in most of cases the wife assumed main responsibility for the family and
the husband had the main responsibility for the firm. Like in the following example:
 W1  We both have our own roles at home and in the firm. I’m the boss at home. I
take care of everything. Like, I book our trips and our holidays and pay the bills
and give my husband his pocket-money. He never has any money. Our child sees
the business as a workplace, the place where we work. When she was little we
sometimes used to take her there with us. She dictates our timetables, at least mine.
Earlier we used to do the household duties together, now it’s my business. I don’t
have actual working hours. I work in the enterprise and have my own duties there,
but, for instance, nobody can make any appointments for me on my behalf. In the
firm I’m the financial manager, I’m in charge of the monetary transactions. My
husband takes care of marketing and business planning. He also decides on and
makes the big purchases, but we always discuss them together. When I was a little
girl I dreamed of becoming “the nice lady at the grocery store”. Then I dreamed
about office work, but that turned out to be no fun. – But nowadays I even do PR
work.  W1
According to Choi (1993), decisions are made on the basis of information that is never
perfect or complete. Indeed, decision-making in the face of uncertainty is a given, a basic
thing in human life, so that any serious effort to understand human actions and the social
tendencies reflecting their interactions must address this condition directly. But the
dominant tradition of economics – neoclassical economics – frequently fails to
incorporate uncertainty into its models of human behaviour. Economics leaves little room
for uncertainty or genuine human interaction or the open-endedness of the evolutionary
process. Economics precludes the fruitful explanation of such important phenomena as
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interdependent utility, habits and routines, entrepreneurial activities, and social
institutions, etc. And yet, it must be remembered that only individuals make decisions.
(Choi 1993, 1-5).  In real life, decision-making in family enterprises involves all the
above-mentioned, not-so-rational phenomena. Like in this study, certain decisions were
made by either spouse alone, but major decisions concerning big investments were
discussed together. Both spouses had their own roles in decision-making both in the
family and in the firm.
 
Wheelock and Baines (1998, 59 and 60) treat the business family as a production unit in
the sense that much of the flexibility of the small enterprise is based on the business
family’s distinctive work strategy. Family labour can take three different forms: 1) work
in the domestic household, including housework, food preparation, and caring; 2) work
for the business; and 3) non-business waged work in the labour market. The direct work
roles of the members of the family are supported by enabling work roles – in other
words, work that has to be undertaken if the business is to function. So the business
labour process needs redefining to include both the productive and reproductive activities
which sustain the small business household.
According to Wheelock and Baines (1998, 60), the functional flexibility of business
labour is achieved by being able to perform a variety of tasks, which is also seen as one
of the rewards of being in business. Among the retailers in this study it was common for
both spouses to be able to take care of all the duties in the firm, but the older husbands
were not interested in household work. The younger husbands were more capable of
housework as well. Numerical flexibility is found in three forms. First, the entrepreneurs
themselves vary their own work hours according to the volume of business, working
evenings and weekends when necessary, finding seasonal variations in their work hours,
or grouping work hours together in other ways. Second, the spouses and other family
members also contribute formally or informally to the work or the business when
required. For example, the start-up of the business, an increase in market demand, or the
sudden loss of an employee may require formal or informal contributions of family
members. The third form of numerical flexibility is that entrepreneurs also use
numerically flexible part-time or subcontracted labour.
Almost half of the small business families studied by Wheelock and Baines (1998, 61)
had a sharing form of organization, and although this did not mean an absolutely equal
sharing between husbands and wives, there was less gender specialization in the division
of domestic tasks than the norm. Also in the present study, there was some specialization
in the way household tasks were divided between spouses that was not based on gender
roles, but on the personalities or abilities of the individuals or on the situation:
 H6 We’ve got these silent agreements, shall we say. For instance, I do the vacuum
cleaning, that just came automatically. I usually do the laundry and that kind of
thing. She, in turn, prepares the food for the children because I tend to overdo it
with the spices and then the kids won’t necessarily eat that food. It’s a natural
division of duties, but then again, dusting and things are her responsibility. That
kind of fiddling with details, that doesn’t suit me. I’m sort of more broad-minded
... you see, we just moved here in December, we’ve been living in an apartment
building where we never had to worry about mowing the lawn or anything. Now
we’ve had to shovel snow to clear the yard a couple of times, so I take care of
these heavy duties, but ... when I’m in meetings till late in the evening, then she
has to do it. But I’m willing to take care of those things, shovel snow with the kids,
too. The children are enthusiastic, especially the girl. The boy doesn’t care so
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much about it, kind of paradoxically. But our daughter clears the neighbours’
yards at the same time ...  I just bought her a little snow pusher of her own ..H6
 
The families in this study had developed their own model of sharing the housework and
the duties in the firm. Copreneurs can be more flexible than other families, according to
Peltomäki and Peltomäki (1998, 80-81). They can be working hard full-time but they are
also able to change their work schedule according to the business situation. These
couples define their own roles themselves or their personal skills define their roles on
their behalf – that is, their roles are based on their capabilities.
Nye and McLaughlin (1982, 68) state that the central idea in social exchange theories is
that individuals select their activities and interaction in ways that maximize or are
expected to maximize their profits (or quality of outcomes). It follows that if a spouse
enacts his/her roles competently, supplying high rewards without exacting high costs
from the other spouse, then he/she is likely to be satisfied with the outcomes of the
relationship. The spouses in this study usually had their own specific ways of dividing
their labour or of interacting with each other. The next citation illustrates how important
it is that the interaction between the spouses is working well. The model of this
interaction can change from time to time, but the spouses must actively create a model
that works both at home and in the firm.
 H2  For example, we can’t do things like my father and mother used to, but like I
and my wife do. And since we’ve chosen this road, that we’re going to be together
and work at this job, then it’s important for us to have a clear set of rules to play
by. As I said, we’re not following any models, everything depends on our mutual
relationship. Then that’s what all these practices are based on: like, is the wife
involved, how much responsibility we share together, how much power we have,
and so on. It’s very clear this way, isn’t it? That’s how it works, and if there’s
some confusion about these basic things then that will strain the personal relations
and affect the success of the firm. So the most dangerous situation is if the wife
only has to do with the consumption side, but wants to own part of the firm, and if
she’s still employed elsewhere – well, then she just can’t see the system ... she just
plain doesn’t see it. Either she sees only the disadvantages or only the advantages,
but she just can’t get a full picture of the all joys and the sorrows involved. So
that’s actually the basic philosophy!  H2
 
Wheelock and Baines (1998, 61) reported a high share of caring roles in their sample of
entrepreneurial families. Since the start-up of their business, these families had
experienced birth of children, serious illnesses, new marriages, deaths of spouse, or other
events that had increased their caring responsibility. Many of the husbands in the sample
specifically remarked that being a family entrepreneur gave them the welcome
opportunity to take part in caring functions such as child rearing. There is a paradox of
lifecycles in the units of the household-enterprise complex: when the business is in the
starting stage the young family is also growing at the same time. The family needs much
caring and nurturing, but the firm, too, demands caring in the form of the work
contribution of both spouses. This was evident in this study as well: when the children
were small, the mother would take her work home with her or only work part-time in the
business. But as the children grew older or new children were born, the father was also
taking the opportunity to be at home with the children during the day.
 H5  I must say that we all do all kinds of tasks. Of course, at home it’s my wife
who probably does most. We have a pretty clear division of labour. If we look at
our daily routines ... I come here at eight in the morning and take the middle one to
school here, and then the eldest one leaves for his respective school. My wife takes
134
the youngest child to school and then comes here to the store. Then I pick the
youngest one up and come stay home for three or four hours. That’s when the boys
come home and usually I prepare the afternoon meal and such. These are sporty
boys, and we get a lot of laundry ... I help my wife with these things. The eldest
son cleans the house once a week. My wife has been mainly responsible for
bringing up the boys, she’s got them to do these chores. We don’t have separate
“women’s tasks” and “men’s tasks” – we do whatever’s needed. I can manage the
meals as well as my wife. Although it’s she usually who buys the ingredients and
then I do the cooking ... And then I return to the store at four o’clock and remain
here for the rest of the evening. Lock the doors and go back home, and then it
starts all over again... So my wife has to drive the boys to their training lessons...
I’m too busy to take much part in that. We’ve tried to dedicate Sundays to being
together, doing whatever each of us wants. The eldest is already beginning to have
his own engagements, but with the other two we try to do something that’s
meaningful for us all. I’m lucky in this situation, it’s probably thanks to the
youngest child whom I’ve been taking care of for four years now. I’ve taken care
of him in the afternoons ever since he was little. I didn’t take part in caring for the
elder two ... we didn’t have such a fine situation then ... my wife was mainly at
home and I was here at the store ... I would drop by sometimes during the day, and
then head straight back to the store. Especially when the eldest was born ... but
then we’ve learned to adjust and figured out that one person just can’t do
everything alone...  H5
 
Moreover, entrepreneurial families often have family members outside the household –
usually mothers or mother-in-laws – to assist in caring for their grandchildren (Wheelock
and Baines 1998, 61). Especially in the case of a family business in the second
generation, grandmothers help with the youngest generation. In this study the retailer
couple cited below were fortunate in that the grandmother also helped in the store, which
made it possible for the young mother to take a “real” maternity leave:
 W2  Our family kept growing, and the size of the enterprise also kept growing ...
we’ve had to make different kinds of decisions. At first we both used to work
around the clock from early morning till late at night, and didn’t have many
holidays or take days off ... and then when we got married and our first child was
born, I was able to take a normal maternity leave, which I thought was just great.
My mother-in-law even agreed to substitute for me at work during my leave ... So
I’d come to the store with the baby twice a week to make the basic orders. We took
the boy to daycare when he was one year old, and I went back to work. We
decided that I’d work longer hours a couple of days a week, and my husband
would then pick up the child from daycare and take him home. When our second
child was born the arrangement was such that I’d leave for work in the afternoon
and take the kids with me to the store, and then me and my husband would change
shifts in a flash and my husband would take the kids back home. Otherwise he
would never have had a chance to see them.  W2
 
 H2  My own parents both worked long hours ... I never really got to know my
father... I figured that if my staying at home two afternoons a week would make
this firm fold up, what the hell! Then it’s not worth it, if I don’t get to know my
own children, if I become estranged from my own kids ...  I’m not bitter about it to
my father, but ... Well, I spent much time in the backroom of the store. Our kids
have stayed there, too, we haven’t refused them that ... but they know what we’re
doing... This is such an intensive effort, entrepreneurship, that they know why we
talk business at home, the kids understand it...  H2
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The big question between the spouses in all families seems to be: Who does – or who
should do – the housework? According to Becker (1991, 19), an efficient household
would be one where all the members of the household would specialize fully either in the
market or the household sector. If the wife had a relative advantage (a higher level of
skills relative to her spouse) in household work, she would invest and spend all of her
time in the household, and her husband would allocate all of his time to the paid labour
market. The opposite situation was also possible, if the husband had the relative
advantage. Becker claims that, considering factors such as social norms, biological
characteristics, and wage discrimination, women seem more likely to have the relative
advantage at home. While Becker’s thinking is quite theoretical, still many times in
everyday life that seems to be the way in which the division of labour is done.
Olson and Xiao (1996, 351 and 362) have presented some opposite arguments in favour
of the same idea. For instance, they refer to Owen, who proposed that efficiency will be
achieved by the husband and wife when both contribute time to housework. In their own
study on farm families, they examined whether the relative advantage gained by
investing in each of the family’s various work sectors makes a difference in the time-use
patterns of the family members. Time use is usually classified  into three categories:
market work, household work, and leisure (Bryant 1990, 119). According to Olson and
Xiao, time in farm families could be allocated to non-farm work, farm work, household
work, and leisure. They considered two alternatives: farm work could be included in the
same category as market work (in the sense that the product, or wage, is an accurate
measure of satisfaction), and farm work could be seen as similar to housework
(incorporating the idea that process satisfaction is a probable part of the output). Olson
and Xiao concluded (although with some restrictions) that the relative-advantage gap, in
other words, the difference in relative inputs or outputs between farm husbands and
wives, for non-farm or market work affected the time-use patterns of the farm family
spouses when they worked both in the market and in the household. In a household that
had a bigger relative-advantage gap in favour of market work, one spouse would spend
more time in the labour market and less time in household work than would counterparts
in other households. In addition the other spouse would spend relatively more time in
housework and less time in market work. According to them their result implies that farm
work may be a category combining some of the aspects of both market and household
work.
There are some signs of relative-advantage thinking in this study, too. Time-use in
retailer families can be allocated to working in the business (considered as market work),
doing housework and taking care of children (considered as household work), and
leisure time. The interviewees did not keep any time-use records but only estimated who
spent more time in the firm and who in household work. When the other spouse
concentrated on housework and children, and the other on the market, or the family firm,
then usually it was the wife who stayed to work at home and the husband who worked in
the firm. This outcome seems to imply both the relative-advantage argumentation of
Becker (specialization) but also that of Olson and Xiao (process satisfaction). Still,
although the division of labour may be considered “natural”, and perhaps rational, this
may not necessarily be an easy decision to accept by a spouse if it means leaving his/her
own job in the firm, as in the case below.
 W8  I really felt put aside, when I left the firm to stay home! I really did! That sure
was, how should I put it, a time for spiritual growth ... I felt having been pushed
into retirement. Even though I was perfectly aware that I was needed at home. I
know this is meaningful work, it’s good, the other one doesn’t need to interfere
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and it enables the other one to give his full work input to his own thing. Still, it
was a tough spot ... I’m not old enough yet to retire ... nor sick ... but, well, things
are gradually starting to work out...  W8
 
It would be interesting to study the time use of the retailers and their spouses further, and
even compare the situation to cases in which the wife is considered as the retailer and the
husband as the assisting family member.
Pohjonen (2000, 164) points out that the current marriage law in Finland is based on the
equity of the spouses and on their equal rights. It is no longer assumed that the wife will
“sacrifice” herself for the good of the family. However, the fact remains that, in practice,
it still is usually the woman who leaves her outside job to work for the family business or
to stay at home as a housewife.
As often noted, women are usually more responsible for the housework in families than
men. Taking care of household repairs and economic issues are thought of as men’s
work. Childcare, on the other hand, is nowadays thought of as the shared responsibility
of both sexes (Melkas 1997, 23; Reuna 1998). Time-use studies from 1979 and 1988
showed that women continued to spend more time in housework than men, and that not
much had changed during the 10-year period (Varjonen 2000, 44). Mothers were taking
care of routines and “material” needs, while the fathers’ tasks in the home included
emotional interaction with the children. Fathers appear to take care of those household
activities that are recreational, of the “amusements”, whereas mothers do tasks that are
time-consuming and “dull”, like washing the laundry, etc. (Tolkki-Nikkonen 1990, 45).
The present study also gives evidence of this kind of division of labour, as many of the
interviewees noted that the wife was responsible for taking care of the children in
everyday life, but the husband was the one who had hobbies together with the children.
 W8  ... Although their father is away a lot, the time he spends with them at home
compensates for it. When our daughter was very little I used to keep her awake
until Daddy came home and then she’d accompany him to the sauna. Even though
I sometimes noticed that Daddy was just too tired, too exhausted. After a hard
day’s work, he couldn’t really concentrate ... I don’t know what the two of them
talked about over there, but when they came out the atmosphere was much more
relaxed. It somehow broke him away from the events of the day. The daughter gets
to know her father and their relationship is good. That was about the only thing to
do, because he can’t be disturbed during the day. Yes, sure, I could drag the
children to the store every day, but it’s got to be arranged in some other way ... So
they go on snowmobile rides together and drive the crawler ... The family is
important to my husband, too. And it’s easier to keep an eye on these pre-
teenagers having them here at home. They do these things together ... They could
easily become estranged from their father if he were just someone who came home
and didn’t care. This is something you have to make an effort for. We’ve really
thought these things over...  W8
 
Nye and McLaughlin (1982, 71) state: “The greater the role competence of the role
player (as reported by his/her spouse), the greater the marital satisfaction of the role
enactor’s spouse”. In other words, people whose spouses are competent role enactors
tend to be happier with their marriages.
137
6.2.2 Division of labour in the family businesses
The contribution of the entrepreneur and the family members is decisive in the family
firm. According to Lehtonen (1995, 16) there were 50 000 entrepreneurs or their family
members in the Finnish retailing sector in 1994. In 1995, they formed 19 percent of the
labour in this sector. The manpower costs in small neighborhood stores were quite low
during the recession of the early 1990s in Finland, because the entrepreneurs themselves
were working harder and with modest compensation just to keep their businesses alive.
Labour costs are, in fact, the most important cost item in the retail sector, and are
dependent on the number of personnel, their pay level and the related social security
costs. Auxiliary costs constituted as much as 57 percent of labour costs in the 1990s, as
society collected funds for dealing with the recession. Profitability in the Finnish retail
sector has been declining over the past 20 years. In the 1980s, investments were mostly
financed with loans, which affected the profitability of the sector throughout the next
decade. There have been efforts to improve profitability by decreasing the personnel
expenses, but today they can no longer be reduced. (Itkonen 1996, 29, 46.) Thus, largely
due to the high costs of hired labour, retailers and their family members are used to
working long hours.
In virtually all businesses owned or controlled by one family, more than one member of
the family is involved in the business at least some of the time. Even when it seems that
only a single family member is involved, they depend upon the supportive environments
created by other family members. (Paasio and Heinonen 1993, 10; Rowe and Hong
1997.) Koiranen (2000) estimates that if all these family members are included in the
count, then at least every 15th Finn can be considered as a family entrepreneur. Even if
the family members do not work full-time in the business they usually help in the busy
seasons or if some of the paid workers become ill or are on vacation. The children help in
all kinds of duties depending on their ages, and also the youngest can help at some of the
simpler tasks. Often the parents are obliged to take the children with them to the store,
and there is really nothing else for them to do there but to help with the parents’ work. In
all the cases of this study, the children of the retailer family had worked in the store to
some extent. Many had helped their parents in the store on Sundays, shelving, cleaning
up, or decorating or renovating the store.
According to statistics, the group of assisting family members consists of those who work
or help in a business run by some other member of the family. They provide assistance
without any payment or any other form of compensation, and usually own no legal share
of the business nor receive any kind of monetary reward. The concept of an assisting
family member is constructed around the concept of the housewife and around a
patriarchal view of the woman’s role within the family. The assisting family member is,
in practice, an extension of the role of housewife imbued with additional qualities that are
sometimes assumed to be natural for women, such as competence and skills in caring for
the office – that is, in various clerical tasks. The work and the situation of the women
assisting in a family business vary from full-time work to part-time office duties which
can be taken care of when there is time. For example, in small construction businesses
the wife may take care of the office and administrative work at home. (Kovalainen 1993,
205, 208.)
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Rowe and Hong (1997) have examined wives’ economic contributions to family
businesses, observing that women’s contribution in business-owning families is both
critical and substantial. The contribution of wives took several forms, such as
management of the household, working in the business, employment by others, working
in the business while holding outside employment, and holding two jobs simultaneously.
Even wives who were not directly employed by the firm were still found to contribute to
the business in many ways through their work at home and by limiting household
expenditures.
Many male family-business owners ask their wife to join the business as a cashier,
bookkeeper, secretary, office manager, or general assistant. The wife often receives very
little or no pay at all for offering her time, thought, energy, and skills. Mothers,
grandmothers, daughters, and sisters have often been directly – even critically – involved
in the business. (Rowe and Hong 1997.)  Figure 24 presents one common way of
organizing work in a family enterprise.
If the enterprise has an agreement with an accountant firm, this firm takes care of the
“official” accounting, taxation, and possibly also the employees’ payroll. K-retailers
usually buy their accounting services from the chain organization. Generally it is the wife
who is in charge of payment transactions, and often of marketing and personnel
management as well. The correspondence of the firm and the paperwork that is not done
by the accountant firm are most often taken care of by the wife.
In their study on entrepreneurial couples, Peltomäki and Peltomäki (1997, 81) also found
that the husband was usually the manager of the business whereas the wife was
responsible for the office work and for accounting, if no outside accountant services were
used. As the leader or manager of the firm, the entrepreneur himself was in charge of the
         Paid labour
• Selling
• Different tasks in the
store
• Cashier
        Firm of accountants
• Accounting
• Taxation, etc.
 Spouse
• Payment
transactions
• Marketing
• Personnel, etc.
Children
• Storekeeping
• Order processing
• Deliveries, etc.
        Entrepreneur
• Management
• Business operations
• Financing
• Selling
• Purchasing
• Marketing, etc.
Figure 24: Typical organization of duties in K-stores (adapted from Rissanen
1992, 375).
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business as a whole, and was usually capable of doing most of the tasks in the firm, if
required. In the synergy model developed by the authors, the marital couple own their
business together, both spouses work in the business, and both want to develop it
together. Similarly in this study, the husband was the overall manager of the business and
the wife was generally responsible for the office work. Although entrepreneurial spouses
share their business and their work, as a rule it is not possible to have two managers in
one firm. There has to be someone in charge of the business as a whole, and someone
responsible for some other specific sectors of the business.
Relatively little attention has been devoted to the employed workers in small businesses
(Goss 1991, 69). Neither was there very much said about employees in this study. In
discussions about the division of labour the interviewees usually talked about how work
was divided between the family members. Commonly, small stores employ only a few
paid workers, and the overall responsibility for the duties is shared between the
entrepreneur and his wife or children. Larger stores have store managers, departmental
heads, and sales staff, all with their own special areas of responsibility. According to
Beckérus and Roos (1985, 152-156), entrepreneurs do not want to share entrepreneurship
with persons other than their spouses, who have a kind of “right” to share their
entrepreneurial identity. Thus, although the larger retail stores can also have store
managers, it is customary that if the retailer himself is absent, his wife acts as the
manager of the business on his behalf.
Overwork is a common complaint among small-business owners – too much hard work,
but never enough hours in the day to do it. However, this is a problem that could easily
be remedied by effective delegation. Delegation is simply the art of getting things done
through other people. Most owner-managers are proud of the fact that they have built up
their own companies from nothing. In the beginning of their entrepreneurial careers,
entrepreneurs often perform all the tasks needed in running the business. This is
reasonable enough, but as the operation grows they may have to hang on to too many
jobs. They may believe that nobody else can do the job, and conversely, it is just possible
they may fear being proven wrong. It is also possible that due to the pressure of work or
the gradual nature of business expansion, they simply have not revised the day-to-day
management of their firm on time. The job of managing could be eased through
delegation and thereby effectiveness could also be increased. (Barrow and Brown 1997,
169.)
But it is not easy for an entrepreneur to delegate because he/she feels personal
responsibility for the functions of the firm. The organization and the system must operate
without delays or disturbance in any circumstances. If there is a failure, for instance, in
delivery, the entrepreneur will do the work him/herself next time to be sure of no
mistakes. Entrepreneurs want to work with people who are like themselves and do not
want to be bossed about, and thus, neither do they want to be “bosses” themselves.
Entrepreneurs feel they do not need professional leadership, and their leading methods
are, in fact, far from those of efficient leaders. (Beckérus and Roos 1985, 152-156.) In
their decision-making, entrepreneurs want to make the “right” decisions more than
profitable decisions, and they tend to reach intuitive decisions even if they have sufficient
time for the decision process. They appreciate utility and rationality in society, but they
want the opportunity to do “what is right for themselves”. Entrepreneurs also want their
co-workers or employees to understand what they are doing in the firm and what their
work means to the business as a whole. (Beckérus and Roos 1985, 152-156.)
140
The market and customer relations are key factors to entrepreneurs. Entrepreneurs think
of themselves as the “face” of the firm, which is why they themselves want to have a
personal connection to the customers (Beckérus and Roos 1985, 152-156). In a grocery
business, like in the cases of this study, it is not possible to maintain personal relations to
all the customers, but generally the retailer wants to be seen in the store. Some retailers
are used to working in the store during rush hours as general workers, so that if their
customers have any questions the retailer is available to provide answers. Home (1989,
126) points out the importance of close relations to customers as an essential
precondition of success in the grocery retail business. Grocers, of course, also have to
adjust to their immediate environment and to the market conditions there. Participation in
local activities and active membership in retail or business organizations also help to
adapt to changes in the local market.
6.2.3 Gender roles and responsibility areas in the household-enterprise complex of
grocers
Sexual division of labour in pre-industrial societies was often linked to household
systems of labour. In these societies “women’s work” was of two types. Women were
either to be found in specialist women’s trades or more commonly within the household
economy, engaged in a wide variety of tasks, but often acting as assistants to men in
whatever the family business might be. In such cases, what was seen as the core task was
taken by men. (Bradley 1989, 223.)  In the 1700s and 1800s, women were not even
allowed to be retailers, and it was only in 1859 that widows in the then Grand Duchy of
Finland were allowed to continue the business of their husbands (Hentilä 1999, 29-31).
So, traditionally, retailer businesses have been patriarchal and work has been divided into
men’s work and women’s work – segregation according to gender. Measuring sugar, tee,
or coffee was a women’s job, and management of the business and responsibility for its
economy was a men’s job. But when husbands were travelling in the market or were on
purchasing trips, the women were in charge of the business at home. In the countryside
where the retailers were farmers at the same time, the wives were the ones responsible
for the actual retail business. (Hentilä 1999, 47-49, 54.) Nowadays there are also women
retailers, as there is no longer any lawful excuse for them not to have their own business.
Most of the grocery retailers in Finland are still men, but at the end of the 1980s already,
almost 30 percent of all self-employed persons outside agriculture were women
(Kovalainen 1993, 17).
Siiskonen (1990, 79), who studied the division of labour in farmer families, found several
factors influencing the way work was divided on the family farm. Naturally, the division
of labour was partly based on the characteristics of the family members, the family, and
the farm, but, since farms do not operate in a vacuum, their functions were also affected
by the environment. Figure 25 shows the main factors which influence the division of
labour in a farmer family or business family.
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Figure 25 shows that the environment of the family enterprise – whether a farm or a
business – can influence the division of labour by determining the main operational
circumstances. In the business family context, the size of the firm, its field of business,
and the kind of equipment the firm has all have an effect on how the work within the firm
is divided. Family characteristics that may affect the division of labour include the length
of the marriage, size of the family, ages of the children, and number of generations
involved in the business. These family factors are dependent on the lifecycle stage and
income level of the family. Moreover, the age of the spouses, their health, profession,
income, and duties outside the family firm, are among the most important personal
factors influencing their division of labour.
The cases in this study can be divided into two main groups and one subgroup according
to their division of labour.
The majority of the cases belong to the first group called copreneurs (HW1, HW2, HW4,
HW5, HW6, HW7 and HW10). In this group, both spouses are working in the family
firm and their division of labour is based on rationality and utility. They both have their
own areas of responsibility according to their professional and personal skills, but can
substitute for each other when needed. The husband is the manager of the firm but in his
Factors outside the farm (or firm):
• The geographical area
• Agricultural (or entrepreneurship) policy
Division of labour between the husband and the wife
Characteristics of the farm (or firm):
• Size of the farm (or firm)
• Production sector or field of business
• Current situation of the farm or firm
• Equipment
Characteristics of the family:
• Length of marriage
• Size of the family
• Ages of the children
• Number of generations
• Income level
Personal features of the spouses:
• Age
• Education, profession
• Working outside the farm (or firm)
• Wages
• Positions of trust
• Health
 Figure 25:  Factors influencing the division of labour between the
spouses in entrepreneurial (farm or business) families (based on
Siiskonen 1990, 80).
142
absence the wife takes his place as the manager. In all of the copreneurial cases in this
study, the wife had the main responsibility for the family.
The second group is referred to as equal partners (HW3 and HW9), which might also be
seen as a subgroup of copreneurs. The division between copreneurs and equal partners is
not very sharp, the only actual difference between the two groups being their division of
labour in the household. Among equal partners, the husband is more involved in doing
housework as well, than in the main group of copreneurs. The spouses in Case HW3
seemed to be quite equal in this respect. The husband worked longer hours in the firm,
but the spouses shared the work at home. The husband recognized that childcare and
housework are hard, lonely work, and understood that his wife wanted to work in the
firm as an equal partner. In Case HW9 the spouses were older and no longer had to worry
about problems of childcare. This enabled both of them to concentrate on the business.
The housework was shared together with the children.
In patriarchal families the division of labour depends mainly on traditional gender roles.
In this group the husband is the manager of the firm and the wife is responsible for the
family. The husband has a dominating position over the wife and decides on matters
concerning the business and sometimes also on family matters quite autonomously. Only
one of the cases in this study, namely Case HW8, represents this group. In this case the
spouses had both worked in the firm, but the husband had wanted the wife to leave her
work in the firm because of their children. Thus, the wife no longer took part in the
business but felt frustrated at being displaced. This case may have been more equal when
the wife was still actively involved in the business, but at the time of the interview this
family was quite patriarchal.
The division into groups is not exact because families can also move from one group to
another as they advance from one lifecycle stage to the next. When the children are
small, the wife tends to be more responsible for family matters and the husband
concentrates on the business, but as the children grow older the wife also has time for the
business and usually starts to work in the store. The lifecycle stage of the firm has an
influence on the division of labour as well. In the start-up stage, the business often
requires all the attention of the retailer, which means that the wife then has to take care of
the family alone. In the older generations the division of labour is usually more
traditional, both in the store and at home.
According to this study, the younger the spouses, the more equal they seem to be. A
traditional or even patriarchal division of labour has been noted to be more characteristic
of older generations (Siiskonen 1990), but equality can also increase as families and
firms proceed from one lifecycle stage to another. The division of labour in the cases in
this study appears to be quite traditional but is based on grounds of expediency. The
respondents said it was useless for everyone to be doing everything and thought that both
spouses had to specialize in certain areas. At times they would need to substitute for each
other, but the system worked better if everyone had his or her own areas of responsibility.
The farmer couples in Siiskonen’s study (1990, 95-107) were divided according to their
division of labour into four groups. Farmer families in which both spouses were working
also outside the farm and whose division of labour on the farm was quite democratic
were referred to as companionship entrepreneurs. This means that the spouses had their
own responsibility areas but could substitute for each other. In the patriarchal model the
husband was the manager and made the decisions irrespective of his duties on the farm.
The roles were traditional and the husband had a dominating position over the wife.
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Third, there is the model of equality, in which the division of labour could be traditional
but the husband did not have a dominating role over the wife. And finally, in the fourth
model the division of labour was again characterized by the differentiation of roles. Both
spouses also worked outside the farm, and the husband was the manager of the farm. The
husband and wife had their own duties and could not substitute for each other.
The business families in this study are not directly comparable with the farm families of
Siiskonen’s study. The farmer business has its own specific characteristics, and farmers
nowadays often tend to be “part-time” farmers. Grocers, on the other hand, cannot be
“part-time” grocers, although it is possible for the grocery retailer’s spouse to work
outside the family firm.
Eriksson (2000) has studied decision-making in Swedish farming families, with special
focus on the role of women. According to her study, women participate more in decision-
making on small farms where they are more involved in everyday work, than on bigger
farms. Women are also more engaged in strategic than in operative decisions, and they
are responsible for decisions concerning daily purchases for the household. Whether the
woman on the farm is active in the decision-making process or not, is likely to depend on
whether she has a legal interest in the farm or her work input on the farm. Eriksson’s
study suggests that the conditions for participation in business management and decision-
making are usually worse for women than for men. Although the women’s role in
decision-making among the retailer couples in this study resembles that in Eriksson’s
study, it appears that the younger the entrepreneur and his wife, the more equal the
decision-making process is.
This study must also consider the question of the multiple roles held by the business
family members. The retailer himself has several roles: he is a husband and a father, an
entrepreneur in this firm, he is an employer and manager, and a colleague to his wife.
The wife of the retailer, likewise, has numerous different roles: she is a mother to her
children and a wife to her husband, an entrepreneur, and a colleague to her retailer
husband. Furthermore, for retailers, as for farmers, the role of entrepreneur is always
present – neither the retailer nor his wife can separate work and leisure time. But the wife
has perhaps even more difficulties with her various roles than the husband, because
among the workers in the firm she is usually not seen as a manager but as the wife of the
owner. But when the husband is not in the firm she has to take the role of the manager,
too. Similarly, Beckérus and Roos (1985, 152-156) found in their study that female
entrepreneurs tended to have more roles in life than male entrepreneurs. They also had
better contacts with the authorities. Moreover, women seemed to be able to face
difficulties better and to anticipate them earlier than men, but generally there were not so
many differences between female or male entrepreneurs.
 W2  We used to have two stores at one stage, and so in some discussion I
remarked that the next time we move to another store, then Kesko will have to
provide a lover for the wife, because her husband is never at home... W2
 H2  ... and won’t be capable of anything for half a year... H2
 W2  Yes, I said, Kesko has to see to it, as a kind of fringe benefit ... and I’ve
offered this same criticism at training events and so on... W2
 H2  The ideal picture that they paint of family entrepreneurs – Oh, how lovely it
is! ...  H2
 W2  ... Oh, the two of us together! But believe me, at times it’s been less than
lovely ... Like, we’re separated for about half an hour in the morning when I stay
behind to load the dishwasher, and then we meet again at the store and are fellow
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workers, and then I’m mother to his children, and then I’m his wife, and then I’m
also his colleague ...  W2
 H2  ... and to her subordinates she’s the vice manager ...  H2
 W2  Yes – so it’s felt quite hard at times ...  W2
The social role is composed of the demands and norms addressed to an individual
because of his/her particular social position. A father’s role consists of the demands and
expectations attached to someone as a father, the role of a priest consists of the demands
and expectations attached to someone as a priest, and so on. (Eskola 1984, 174). There
may also be a conflict between the different roles and the various role expectations. The
same individual can have several roles that may be different or even opposite in their
demands. The role conflict can be eased or released by a role hierarchy, meaning that the
demands of a lower role give way to the demands of a higher one (Eskola 1984, 179).
Still, it is not always a disadvantage to have several roles. In examining how people solve
problems between work and family, Anttila (1998, 54) found that people sometimes saw
it as refreshing to have several duties and roles to cope with. The role of a mother and of
a wife can be quite the opposite of the role that a women has with her friends or with her
colleagues at work. The different roles bring new content to life and help to carry on with
everyday life.
Danes (1998, 401-424) has investigated the relationship among multiple-role
involvement, perceived discrepancy in the balance between work and leisure, and
satisfaction with the level of living for farm women. She refers to two major conflicting
hypotheses – the role scarcity hypothesis and the role enhancement hypothesis – in
examining the multiple roles that farm women have. The role scarcity hypothesis
assumes that people do not have enough energy to fulfil various role obligations, which
means that the more roles one accumulates, the greater the probability of exhausting
one’s supply of time and energy and of confronting conflicting obligations. The role
enhancement hypothesis, on the other hand, posits that multiple role involvement can be
energy-generating. In this hypothesis it is assumed that people find energy for that to
which they are highly committed, and they often feel more energetic after doing those
activities.
According to Danes (1998, 420) there may be a buffering effect that occurs among
various roles. Dissatisfaction with the balance between work and leisure may be low
when either a small number of roles or the density of the roles held is low, but at some
threshold point, as both the number and density of the roles increase, enough
dissatisfaction evolves to affect the sense of wellbeing. Social positions like that of a
mother, wife, and farm woman, involve a great deal of caring for others and managing
others, often to the detriment of their own needs. Most farm women – like the members
of family businesses – have the potential of two work roles, within and outside the farm,
in addition to their household work role. Furthermore, they have to negotiate the role
conflict between the family and business (farm) systems within the cultural context of the
rural environment. How role density affects satisfaction with the quality of life may not
differ much between farm and non-farm women. On the other hand, the nature of their
role-set density and the manner in which they experience and negotiate their role conflict
in their unique social contexts most likely would differ (Danes 1998, 422.) It has also
been said that having many roles usually gives more satisfaction than role conflict. Those
who have a family have more room to move in, more “margin” – they can relax with
their family. They do not have “all their eggs in the same basket” – if they have
difficulties at work, they can forget them with their family, and vice versa. (Haavio-
Mannila 1984, 193.)
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6.3 Interaction between the household-enterprise complex and the chain
One of the interviewees of this study, an experienced K-retailer who had been elected to
a position of trust in the organization of Kesko, described how the chain organization
originally started to develop at the beginning of the 1990s. This is a good example of a
retailer who sees the cooperation between the retailers and the central organization as a
positive phenomenon. But he had had his moments of doubt, too. Retailers’ attitudes
towards the cooperation with the chain appear to vary according to their situation and
also in the different stages of their entrepreneurial career.
The following contains the essential parts of the long story told by the retailer about the
early days of the chain system of K-retailers. This particular K-retailer was one of the
first ones who started cooperating with other retailers and asked Kesko for assistance in
organizing the system. According to him, the process was initiated because some retailers
considered the leading Finnish newspaper, Helsingin Sanomat, to be too expensive for
retailers to advertise in. They wanted to reduce their costs and started advertising
together. And so, if they were to have joint marketing, they also had to have the same
special offers for the consumers. This led them to joint purchasing as well. As all of them
had a large store and big business, the respondent realized that he spent a considerable
amount of time operating with this extensive joint system. So he went to Kesko and
asked if someone could take care of the operative work for the cooperating retailers.
 H8  ... Then there were altogether five of us and so we started to form a chain. We
ran the whole business between ourselves, and I took care of my own duties here
at the store, and I negotiated with the industry... Then I began to think that this
won’t work, I don’t have time for all this ... So I walked into Kesko and asked,
“Would you have a contact person to take over this cooperation on our
authorization? That would mean we would doing this cooperation together with
you, so at least we wouldn’t be doing it on our own. And could we agree on the
rules of the game together?” So we agreed on establishing a so-called “chain” and
set the rules and principles down in writing... That’s how this chaining got started,
but it wasn’t an easy road to take ... To combine a private family entrepreneur and
a chain-like activity!  And when we were finally starting to chain I began to
hesitate ... yes, it’s amazing.  But then I realized that it was a question of attitude:
it was a question of what that cooperation would mean. Is it cooperation with
Kesko or cooperation with the other retailers? I realized this didn’t mean
cooperation with Kesko, this meant cooperating with the other retailers! And the
idea of independent entrepreneurship didn’t go anywhere. This is a financially
sensible equation as long as it doesn’t smother that independent entrepreneur ...
It’s a huge resource. It’s really been rewarding to be in the K-Alliance ... We’ve
got the resources at our disposal right there in that chain!  H8
Although the retailer himself was the promoter of the chain system he had been
wondering whether the retailers would lose their independence and autonomy as
entrepreneurs in the chain. K-retailers had been cooperating with each other ever since
the 1940s, but since this was a new agreement he felt there was some rethinking to do
before signing it.
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Thus, the agreement with the chain organization did not influence a retailer’s
entrepreneurship in itself, but it did involve a lot of operations in common with the chain
organization. The next citation shows that retailers want to have a clear division between
the operations that the chain organization is responsible for and those that are the
responsibility of the entrepreneur. Entrepreneurs want to be “free”, and, like Kets de
Vries (1985, 5) says, they do not easily accept control.
 H1  I’d say it’s a way of adding more power to the resources of an individual firm.
Right now it’s more about being committed to simpler things, like the general
appearance of the store, and the colours, advertising, the product mix. But it has
nothing to do with entrepreneurship itself. Just signing that contract has nothing to
do with entrepreneurship. We have joint advertising, joint computer procurement,
training, discounts and other cost-saving activities, and exchange of information.
Exchange of information and experiences, so you get an idea where you’re at ...
compared to the earlier days there’s much more information available and a
different sort of transparency. There used to be more secrecy about things that
shouldn’t by any means have been held back. If the retailers had made a stupid
decision and others had accepted it, then you just continued along the same course
... Only in things like that, though, but the retailers themselves had chosen the
agenda. The decisions of the chain organization are more about things where
retailers as such have no say ... like terms of sale and matters of real estate. Kesko
handles those. That’s where you draw the line between what’s Kesko’s business
and what’s ours. We can’t go and tell them not to build in a certain place. That’s
Kesko’s responsibility ... or the board of trustees’. Then you get results. I don’t
feel I’m less of an entrepreneur for belonging to the chain. I wouldn’t be able to
manage on my own as an individual retailer ... if I didn’t have the power of this
chain to back me up. Being part of the chain makes you particularly strong as an
individual! On the other hand, it doesn’t work either to join the chain just to be
pampered, having others do everything for you, and you just keeping the goodies.
We have this saying that there’s those who “make business” and then there’s those
who just “keep shop”. You have to create your business!  H1
 
The above citation indicates the appreciation that the respondent felt toward the chain
organization and also the agreement to a certain extent. But he also stressed that it is the
entrepreneur who makes the business and the chain organization only assists in making
the business viable.
The chain system was developed to obtain cost and cooperation benefits in supply,
delivery, financing, and administration, and also larger volumes in sales and efficiency.
All this can have a positive effect on profitability as well. (LTT 1997, 29.) The point is: it
is not profitable to have everyone doing everything. The goal of the chain organization is
to concentrate those functions that provide cost benefits or better proficiency when
chained. The store manager of a chain store sees to it that the business is run according to
the business idea of the chain. As the above respondent noted, a clear division of labour
between the retailers and the chain organization guarantees high quality in all units of the
chain. The retailer has to run his own unit so that it functions as profitably as possible in
his own market area. Then it depends on the retailer’s operative management how his/her
business manages in competition between the other local entrepreneurs. Specific local
characteristics can be used to bring “colour” to the business without affecting the chain’s
business idea. (Vaittinen 1990, 24-25.) The citation below also shows that the retailers
feel themselves to be the ones who make up the chain organization and it depends on
them how the system works.
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 H5  This whole K-retailer business used to be much more personalized before.
Nowadays they already start to aim at the chain at the training stage ... first they set
you up in a Rimi chain store in the outskirts of town and then move you to a
supermarket and then finally someone may advance all the way to a Citymarket ...
I see myself as an independent retailer. Ultimately it’s the retailers who determine
what the chain is like. We, the retailers, elect the retailers’ representatives who
take care of the chain activities. So, if you start blaming someone it’s like blaming
yourself, really.  H5
According to the retailers in this study the chain organization cannot tell the
entrepreneurs how to “behave” because it is the retailer who assumes the whole
responsibility for the business. Nevertheless, it is a great help to young entrepreneurs
who are only starting their business to have the support and backing of a big
organization.
 H5  It’s the private individuals who finally have to answer for everything, with
their money and their life. In principle the chain isn’t responsible for anything,
after all. It only sees to it that you get your goods and if you can’t pay your bills,
they won’t hesitate to take the roof from right over your head ... That’s the way it
is ... if you think of the S-group’s chains, they only have the chain management
and then it’s from bottom to top and no grumbling in between. But in Kesko’s
model it’s the retailer who has all the responsibilities and obligations, and still they
start to dictate and tell you what to do ... You feel you don’t get to have enough
say about those decisions after all ... but it may make it easier for these young
retailers who’re just beginning ...  Then if you happen to get a good chain store,
you may succeed and can start to amass capital for the future. I don’t believe the
chain is the main thing ... it’s mainly for the sake of competitiveness...  H5
Entrepreneurs do not want the chain’s control over themselves to be too tight or to reach
a personal level. One of the interviewees talked about a very negative experience he had
had with the chain organization. He felt that the representatives of the chain organization
were not entitled to ask him the kind of personal questions as they did. He had been
asked, for instance, what he would do in case of a divorce or if something else
unexpected were to happen in his family – would he be able to go on with the business
and how prepared he was for these kinds of situations. The retailer had felt very uneasy
with the situation: he said it had been like an interrogation with two police officers
questioning a criminal suspect. Although a retailer belongs to a chain, and the chain
organization wants to be sure that his/her business is well managed and successful, it is
still very difficult to anticipate every imaginable incident or problem and have a plan
ready for solving it. The retailer felt that the questions asked by the chain’s
representatives were too personal and sensitive, and that they had no right to ask him
such questions. Retailers clearly do not want the chain to interfere in their personal life or
their family.
 H3  When I’d been a retailer for about a year, Kesko arranged a sort of psyching-
up event or whatever it was ... there was one person sitting there staring at you and
another one asked you the weirdest questions. For instance, they asked me how I’d
act if my wife and I were to divorce or something ... would I continue as an
entrepreneur or what ... I couldn’t say straight off – like, yes, sure I would! or no
way!... You can’t start imagining things like that beforehand, I might just as well
buy myself a coffin in advance ... there it’d be waiting, a nice reminder...  H3
148
The most important motive for belonging to the chain organization among the
interviewed retailers was the information they received from the organization. No one
person is able handle all the things that are important in doing business with consumers.
There are thousands and thousands of products and the market is under constant change.
The retailers felt it important to have a “wise” organization behind them, ready to help
and advise them in case they needed assistance.
 
 W7 You can always get information from them and there’s always someone there
to answer the phone. Whatever question you may have concerning the store, like
cashier systems or such, you’ll be able to get help for everything and quite quickly,
too ... I haven’t had any negative experiences ...  W7
 
It is important to note that an entrepreneur does not seek advice in a “normal” sense: they
see themselves as experts in what they are doing, but sometimes want some specific
information to serve as a basis for decision-making. Bartlett (1988, 10) says that
entrepreneurs search for information from which they can select what they believe they
need. They recognize that advice in the conventional sense only touches the periphery of
their endeavours, and believe that there can be no better authority than themselves on
those elements that are vital for their progress. So, a strong entrepreneur is one who
surrounds him/herself with competent specialists, but prefers compliant management.
The respondent cited below also saw the specialist information and professional advice
as among the most important benefits the retailer gains from the chain.
 H6  They give you advice, for example, on market money ... when you’re a new
retailer they help with preparing budgets and so on ... Advisory services are part of
their duties ... and all that ... They agree on transfer prices, etc,. with the suppliers.
So we just order the goods and leave the negotiating to professionals ... Before the
chain, these annual agreements and things used to take many days of the retailer’s
time. You had to arm-wrestle with every supplier separately ... That’s one of their
most important duties... plus I think it’s up to the chain to keep discipline in the
chain, that if you’ve joined the chain you observe the chain policy ... But still, the
chain’s main duty is handling those negotiating rounds ...  H6
 
Economies of scale are another significant reason for belonging to the chain. As noted in
the above citation, retailers do not have time to negotiate with all their suppliers and their
bargaining power is also better when the negotiations concern the entire chain. This
supports the results of Åkerberg (1997, 71), who found that retailers appreciated the
economies of scale because – thanks to joint purchasing and joint marketing – they had
more time to develop their business and to take care of other duties. The next respondent
felt sure that the chain organization would continue to improve and that within a couple
of years it would be functioning better in all its dimensions. He also recognized that the
chain also sets some restrictions to the retailers, but still considered it worthwhile to go
on developing the chain system.
 H2  This chaining in grocery retailing is due to reasons of cost-saving and business
image ... It creates a certain image for my store which I can then polish further. But
the chain is the cornerstone on which this business is grounded. If I look into the
future a couple of years from now, and if I don’t see it like “now I lost ten
thousand or a hundred thousand in this Fazer deal” ... If we run this thing sensibly
then three years from now this business will be better off than today ... it’s good to
try to look a bit longer and a bit further ... The chain offers many opportunities, it
frees you from some duties and enables you to do others. So you don’t have to
negotiate about the price of every item separately, you don’t have to negotiate
every annual agreement yourself ,and you get more value for your money than you
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could if you were an individual unit... But of course, it also brings certain
restrictions and some pressure, because naturally you also have to fulfil your
obligations ...  H2
The K-retailers studied by Sillvan (1999, 66) felt they lost their independence in the
chain, but it would be ungrounded to draw such a conclusion from the data in this study.
Like the interviewees here, also the retailers in Åkerberg’s (1997, 69) study had quite a
positive attitude towards the chain and none felt that the chain limited their freedom as
entrepreneurs or their personal way of doing business. The chain does not influence what
the retailers do inside their own store, and the chain is actually visible only in the similar
store façades. The interviewees of this study felt K-retailers had the possibility to make
business in their own personal ways. Only the marketing and advertising were more
bound to the strategies or models of the chain.
Some respondents saw themselves as links in a big chain unit or system, and said that
belonging to the system and cooperating with other retailers affected their private life as
well. They mainly met with other retailers belonging to their own chain and did not have
much social intercourse with retailers from other chains. Still, they did not think of it
only as a negative thing, because knowing each other better made it easier to cooperate
with one another. One respondent said he saw himself as part of something bigger, and
for him, the chain also meant security and a model of interaction with the whole
environment. Operating in a chain, according to him, meant networking with others. He
saw the network of actually consisting of the chain, the store, and the customers.
 H4  I’m a link in the chain, my friends and acquaintances are from the chain ... we
don’t have much to do with people outside the chain ... I even know of a marriage
that developed in the chain ...  H4
 
But the wives in all of the studied cases felt the chain had nothing to do with them
personally or with their family. They saw it was only the store that gained the benefit
from the chain, and that the chain had no role whatsoever in their own life.
As a whole, the interviewees’ attitude to the chain was very positive, even though the
chain also incurred costs to them. Still, they believed they received more from the chain
than they gave to it. One couple who had just begun as entrepreneurs said the chain
organization and the chain concept were of great help when they had been planning their
business. They felt that they could get all the necessary advice and information from the
organization and it was easier for them to develop the business along a certain concept
than to start on their own without any previous experience. All the respondents in this
study had a good, secure feeling about being a K-retailer. They considered it easy to
work with a chain they already knew and with people who thought like they did. It was
common for the husband to be more familiar with the chain organization than the wife,
and for the chain organization to be more concrete to the husband. The wife would
mostly deal with the customers and with her own environment, and did not regard the
role of the chain organization as very important to her. Being a K-retailer was significant,
but whether one belonged to Supermarket-Kesko or some other K-chain was not seen as
that important. Moreover, it appears that a kind of a K-retailer tradition has evolved over
the years. Retailers, of course, identify themselves with their own firm, but when they
think of being a member of the chain organization they see that it is namely the firm that
belongs to the chain, while they think of themselves as belonging to the group of K-
retailers. The importance of chaining was illustrated by the fact that all of the respondents
considered it more or less impossible to succeed as a retailer without the chain
organization.
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 H6  I must confess that at first when I joined this chain entrepreneurship and this
chain model, I did have my reservations. I didn’t really trust it, but I must say that
these chains have improved quite a lot and I don’t think you can manage these
days without a chain ... at least you’d be much worse off and everything would be
much harder. I admit I’ve got my own axe to grind, since I was there building up
that chain improvement. But still, I can’t believe you could manage as a “wild”
retailer. Well, and the chain’s duty is to see that our basic things are in order.  H6
 
Especially one of the retailers who himself was active in the chain organization was also
very satisfied with how the chain worked, and quite a few of the respondents in this study
were, in fact, active in chain. The most active retailers are also likely to be more
successful, but it is not easy to say whether this is because they are active, or vice versa.
Due to the limited number of cases in this study it is not possible to make any
generalizations about the attitudes of K-retailers as a whole. It is also obvious that the
respondents were much more active in chain operations than retailers on the average.
Many were members of the chain management teams, so they could be expected to hold
more positive opinions about the chain system than the average retailer. The respondents
also seemed satisfied with cooperation between themselves and the chain organization.
They felt they were independent entrepreneurs able to make their own decisions, and the
chain organization was there only to help them in their work, not to limit their
independence.
6.4 The multiple needs and challenges of the household-enterprise
complex
As the general framework of this study (Figure 10 in Chapter 3) indicates, the household
and the enterprise of family businesses interact both with each other and with their
environment. In addition to having its own particular needs and goals, the household-
enterprise complex must also respond to some of the needs and goals of its immediate
environment – namely, those of customers, employees, producers and suppliers,
financiers, the chain, etc. In the discussions with the retailers in this study it became
evident that occasionally even the needs of the family, the retailer and his wife, the needs
of the firm, and the needs of the chain may be in conflict, despite the fact that all these
parties share a mutual goal: the success of the business.
Given that individuals, families, and institutions all have multiple goals, obviously no
individual, family or institution can pursue each of their goals with the same intensity.
Goals can be “compartmentalized”, which means that a person, for example, can
concentrate single-mindedly on business matters at the office, but also give his/her full
attention to the family while at home. In some conditions, compartmentalization may be
the only way to deal with a number of goals having similar priority, although their
interdependence may make it difficult. The order of priority between the various goals of
families and individuals changes over the years, even while their values remain relatively
stable. (Deacon and Firebaugh 1988, 48.)  It seems that in the case of entrepreneurial
families such compartmentalization also tends to occur between the spouses, so that the
husband is more conscious of the goals of the enterprise and the wife of the goals of the
family.
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Sontag and Bubolz (1996, 72) note that in order to understand the family-enterprise
ecosystem, the values and goals held by the individual family members as well as those
held by the family as a unit should be made explicit. Even though the family is a small
group, it limits the mutual adaptation of family and environment. Individual styles have
to be integrated somehow, and the need for separation and individuation must be
reconciled with group needs for unity. The fact of intimate interaction over a long period
means that conflict will be an inevitable accompaniment to family life. The family as an
adaptor to environmental conditions is constrained by the organizational demands and
tensions of family life. These organizational demands and tensions are likely to increase
along with the size of the family group. Each additional family member adds to the
complexity of the group and makes added conflict more likely. (Freedman Melson 1988,
228.) Adding the family firm to the “family group” increases this complexity as well as
the risk of conflict.
The goal of the household is to create possibilities for its members to fulfil their physical,
social, and mental needs in accordance with their values. The level of this fulfillment and
the focus between the different needs depend on the values, on the available resources,
and on the opportunities provided by the environment. (Hallman 1991, 56.)  Family goals
can be defined as the ends to which the family is directed by its values, and family values
as the objects of a family’s desires and appreciation (Rallings 1981, 139). These goals
have to do with the family’s resources and actions and are integrally related to their
values. It can be said that goals develop from values through a number of sources such as
experiences, new knowledge, information feedback, and environmental changes (Deacon
and Firebaugh 1988, 46, Engberg 1996, 5). The next section contains a short summary of
the values that influence goal-setting in the household-enterprise complex, specifically
that of K-retailers. This is followed by a description of the multiple needs and challenges
of family entrepreneurs and ways in which the retailer families cope with them, after
which these goals and challenges are examined in the light of the different lifecycle
stages of a K-retailer’s household-enterprise complex.
6.4.1 Values influencing goal-setting in the K-retailer’s household-enterprise
complex
Values can be described as principles that guide our behaviour, or as deep-seated
psychological constructs that direct our individual preferences and strategies for goal
achievement. They provide the basis for decisions and tell what is desirable or has worth.
Values are formed from experiences over time, and they are passed to the younger
members by the senior members of society. Values are influenced by many sources in the
social milieu in which the family members live – parents, siblings, friends, teachers,
religions, organizations, the media, etc. Values are culturally ”coloured”, but this does
not mean that a person has exactly the same values as his/her social environment. A
person’s value orientations serve as guides for human behavior and for the choices and
actions of both personal and family systems. (Deacon and Firebaugh 1988, 40;
Goldsmith 1996, 49; Hallman 1991, 54; Paolucci et al. 1977, 63, 69.) Aaltio-Marjosola
(1991,17) says that culture serves as a frame of reference for individuals, a frame they
grow into which they grow. They live a history of their own, but it is collective in
character. Similarly, retailers usually come from entrepreneurial families or at least from
families that have worked close to the grocery industry. They have lived in that culture
and obviously will be passing the entrepreneurial culture to the next generation, too.
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The participants in this study stressed that their goal was not money as such, but that it
was a means of providing wellbeing for their family. They also wanted to raise happy,
hard-working children who would grow up to be respectable citizens. They took pride in
their entrepreneurship and in the way they took care of their family, business, and
employees. Many stressed that they were living a normal, ordinary family life.
 H4  We are leading a normal life, we live modestly. We feel it’s important that we
raise the children to be honest.  M4
 
In her study on farmer families, Katila (2000, 219) found they had a similar kind of
relationship to their work: what they valued most was hard work, temperance, and self-
sufficiency. These elements may also have been related to the peasant ethos, which
advocates values like frugality and patriarchy (Heinonen 1998, 378-381, 432).
When the interviewees discussed the values that were most important to them and their
families, many of them mentioned home and family, living together peacefully, honesty,
and welfare of the family and their immediate living environment. They felt they were
leading a very ordinary Finnish life.
 
 H5  Well, very normal things. We sort of live among ourselves, close to each
other.  So it’s mostly this, being together a lot ... That’s more or less how it is in
our society: school, leisure, hobbies ... living in this community...  H5
The values of the business families in this study proved to be quite domestic. This may
seem surprising taking into account their long working hours and strong commitment to
the family business, but all the interviewed retailers valuated family life very high and
said that the most important thing in their life was the family and the home.
 W1  HOME!  The centre of our life is the home ... the home is a very important
value. Relatives and other close people are important, too. The home and the
family counterbalance this entrepreneurship. If we are travelling somewhere on
company business, it’s always nice to come back home. And then, for example, to
go and stay with Grandma and Granddad at their summer cottage ... and just all of
us being together.  W1
 
Although entrepreneurship played a major role in the life of the K-retailers, they felt that
the firm and work should not be the sole thing in life. It is important to note that to them,
family life and entrepreneurship did not represent conflicting behaviour but belonged
together. Many of the retailers remarked that if they had no family, there would be no
point in working so hard. As one interviewee said, all he himself would need was a pair
of warm socks – the enterprise was there to provide their children a future.
According to Pickàrd (1999, 3) the social wellbeing of a business family will be
determined by the family’s set of values, but for the business to be professional, these
values must be operational. The writings of Wheelock and Baines (1998, 64) suggest that
there is evidence that the motivations in small businesses are not individually grounded
but derived from a focus on the domestic values of the familial economic unit. They
found that values were not individual but collective, linked to the household, in
particular. Even low-income households – to whom one might expect economic factors
to be particularly important – operated from a variety of motivations, including a desire
for dignity and self-respect. Those who had been able to avoid dependence on state
benefits had adopted a culture of survival with dignity, a culture that is inconsistent with
the enterprise culture in crucial respects. Small-business self-reliance is an internally
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created value, related to pursuing a domestic way of life and to establishing family
dignity and self-respect. This set of business-family values is based on practicing self-
exploitation which involves long hours and low rewards, and establishing patterns of
dependency within the business family. (Wheelock and Baines 1998, 66.)  Similar values
could also be seen in the data of this study. Retailers who had just started their business
or were otherwise in a difficult economic situation were determined to continue their
business. Survival becomes a culture and it is sometimes difficult to abandon that culture
even if business starts to flourish.
All individuals have a multiplicity of values and although values are enduring and
measurable, they are by no means static. According to Goldsmith (1996, 52), the values
of individuals and society can change through an evolutionary process, influenced by
upsets in the family or in society, technological and cultural changes, or dramatic events
such as war, disease, depression, environmental threats, etc. Hennon et al. (1998) argue
that value shifts are often necessary in a family entrepreneurship, and may sometimes
lead to a more domesticated lifestyle. Such shifts may require placing family and home-
centred activities at the vortex of one’s life, with concerns and ideas about income
generation flowing from this perspective. Nevertheless, sharing a set of goals that are
regarded as worthy in the family is important. (Hennon et al. 1998, 235.) Changing
values are extricably tied to changing conditions. Family members move from a value
system appropriate to restricted living circumstances to other value systems appropriate
to better conditions of life. As individuals and their social systems develop, old values
merge into new values more appropriate to the new conditions. (Paolucci et al. 1977, 71.)
Similarly, the older and more experienced retailers in this study described how their
values had, indeed, changed in the course of their entrepreneurial careers. At first they
had had concrete, ambitious economic goals and targets, but once they had been achieved
these targets had shifted. Furthermore, they noted that their sense of responsibility for
their business and their employees had also grown as their business developed.
According to Tolkki-Nikkonen (1990, 70), children are instrumental in changing the
values of their parents, making life more balanced and bringing new content to it.
Children become the focal point of their parents’ life and even the future will be planned
differently and in a longer term. Moreover, children increase their parents’ sense of
responsibility and also bring the spouses closer to each other. One of the interviewees
described his own ”growing up” after having children and also in the course of his
experience as an entrepreneur, and noted that he had become softer as a person also in
relation to the employees and the business too.
 H6   I’ve grown softer in my own behaviour. And of course, our division of labour
has become quite seamless. Nowadays I’d say it’s she who is the tougher of the
two of us ... But I have to admit that it’s probably because I’ve learned to keep my
cool quite well over the years – for various reasons. Even though I blow my top
easily with many things, I’ve learned to be more patient with people and such ...
H6
 
Jallinoja (2000, 220-221) has noted a common tendency among hard-working people.
Many of them change their lifestyle at one point or another, and appear to regret having
given all their time and effort to their work for years. They stop working hard and
“return” home to their families. The husband cited above also said he had matured to
parenthood and now wanted to give time to his children and not devote his whole life to
the business.
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An entrepreneur has a great impact on the culture of the organization of his firm. In old
family enterprises or big companies, the influence of the founder-entrepreneur can still be
seen even after many decades. The business style and strategies are transmitted to the
next generations, sometimes bearing surprising similarity to the early days of the
enterprise (Aaltio-Marjosola 1997, 17). The business family culture is often very strong
and can act as a source of pride to the family members. It can also create a common
purpose for the employees and help to establish a sense of identity and commitment,
which, in turn, can have great motivational benefits (Kets de Vries 1992, 8). A strong
organizational culture involves a personal network of social cooperation, a stable
personnel structure, mutually shared and interpreted experiences of success and failure,
locality, possibility for personal interaction, mutual trust between people, and a sense of
the importance of one’s work (Aaltio-Marjosola 1991, 188).
An organization has its own subcultures, but it itself is also a part of an organizational
metaculture which is a part of the national culture and of the culture of the era.
“Organizational culture” is defined as the cultural structure lying in the background of all
organizations. Although their cultures are unique, the fact that organizations exist in a
metacultural world of organizational life creates a certain similarity between their
cultures. The effect of the organizational metaculture on the culture of an individual
organization may be even stronger than that of the national culture. Organizational
cultures are, in fact, part of the overall societal culture. Inevitably, they affect the
members’ whole way of life, because work is a key element in their everyday life.
(Aaltio-Marjosola 1991, 30-32.)
Hofstede (1992, 38) has defined the culture of a firm as the “psychological wealth” of an
organization, which can be used when predicting what will happen to the firm in the next
five years. He says culture is a “soft concept with hard consequences”. In the case of K-
retailers, the culture of the chain can be seen as the organizational metaculture and the
culture of the single enterprises as organizational cultures. Similarly, the cultures of the
entrepreneurial families can be seen as organizational subcultures. The interviewed K-
retailers considered the chain to be very strong and powerful and to have hard economic
values. The economic values of an individual enterprise are hard as well, but it also has
to be sensitive to the needs and values of its customers and employees.
 H5  The chain is so big already, and that’s really its strength and its weakness all at
the same time. It really spreads out so much – if the chain were smaller it would be
much more unified. But then it would also be weaker. Now that it’s big it’s strong,
too, but as it spreads it becomes as weak, or even weaker, than a small chain. Yes,
of course, the chain represents hard values. You can’t talk about any spiritual
values in this kind of chain.  H5
Judging by the data of this study, the family or household could be said to represent soft
values and the chain to represent hard values. Likewise, the family enterprise has hard
values in relation to the family and the household, but soft values in relation to the chain
(see Figure 26). In everyday life this may sometimes cause a conflict of values, but
combining the different cultures – family, enterprise and chain – can make the whole
system very flexible and effective. Besides their business, family entrepreneurs also have
to think about the wellbeing of their family and their employees. As one of the retailers in
this study remarked, profitability and economic values are important – but you cannot
forget humanity.
 H5  Sure, we have certain numerical obligations and values and sanctions, but still
we always do try to take care of our personnel as far as we can. Though it’s limited
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what we can do, but we really try to help our “own” people in these situations. A
small community like ours can offer more encouragement, I think.  H5
 
When we shift our attention from the firm to the actor, in other words, from the family
enterprise to the entrepreneurial family, we are crossing the border between private and
public (Katila 2000, 25). The family is a close group in which people take care of each
other. The firm is more abstract, but it is usually seen to represent rational economic
behaviour. Moreover, it has been assumed that the family produces economically
irrational behaviour. In this study, there is also a third party – the chain – which could be
considered even more rational than the family firm which has its own soft values that
come from the family. Thus, this “trinity” consists of the family which represents the soft
values, the chain organization which represents hard values, and the family firm which
aims at effectiveness while still keeping the human touch.
Figure 26: Different values and cultures of the family, family enterprise and chain
organization (based on Thompson 1992, 100).
According to this study, in a business family it is the wife who is usually the manager in
the family and the husband in the firm. Each determines the targets and goals in his or
her own “territory”, but the husband, as a K-retailer, also has to take into account the
targets and goals of the chain organization.
The values and goals of the entrepreneur and the family have an important influence on
the organizational culture of the firm, and these values as well as the culture are
transformed from time to time along with the lifecycle stage of the family and the firm.
The culture of the family business is shaped by the beliefs, values and goals rooted in the
family, its history, and the present social relationships. The transmission of these beliefs
and values over generations forms relatively stable cultural patterns both in the family
and in the family business (Hall et al. 2000). The cultures among the participants in this
study were quite similar to each other, each family having a rather traditional and family-
centred way of thinking and living.
The following section describes the multiple goals and needs that determine the daily
decision-making of Finnish K-retailers. The objectives of the household-enterprise
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complex are driven by the needs of the family, the needs of the firm, and the needs of the
chain organization. Obviously the retailer has to consider the different needs of various
interest groups as well. Still, should the needs come into conflict, it is the household-
enterprise complex which supplies the necessary human resources to the family firm, and
each entrepreneur has to be prepared to take all the risks that go along with
entrepreneurship.
6.4.2 Goals and targets of the household-enterprise complex of K-retailers
Once we have understood the different culture and value bases of families, enterprises,
and the chain, it is easier to understand the complexity of their targets and goals as well.
To get a picture of the multiple needs and challenges that influence the household-
enterprise complex of grocers, it is useful try to analyze the goals each of these three
levels. At the level of the firm, for instance, budgeting is one way of setting concrete
economic goals.
Each individual retailer and each family firm has various targets, and usually it is not
possible to say which is the target of the firm or which is the target of the retailer.
Retailers have a kind of mental “wish list” defining what they would want their firm to
be like. The retailers in this study, for example, wanted their business to be successful,
their customers to like their store and their personnel, their personnel to be professional
and reliable so that they themselves could sometimes take time off, etc. As one of the
interviewees put it:
 H1 The aim is to get this firm working well in all sectors. In other words, that its
sales, reputation, personnel, and financial performance are all okay. We don’t have
any kinds of “fringe benefits”, we have to build everything up ourselves and then
keep it going. My own target is to be able to live more freely. For instance, to take
a vacation twice a year ... But the main thing is to achieve results, not just do it for
the money. I want my store to be the very best. Everything there has to be in
harmony.  H1
 
The above objectives are not easy to achieve, at least not all at the same time. The retailer
said the most important thing was to get something done, to get some tangible results out
of one’s efforts. Money was not the only motivation, but the actions and operations
themselves – seeing something happening.
All the retailers in this study saw family entrepreneurship as a positive phenomenon and
were proud of their lifestyle. They admitted having to work hard – sometimes even too
hard – but because of their “dream” they thought it worth doing. They thought of family
entrepreneurship actually as a family matter and felt a sense of togetherness in pursuing a
mutual goal. They tell quite a beautiful story about the mutual goals and challenges of the
family, but all of them pointed out that this was not an easy way of life. It was sometimes
difficult to remember the mutual dream when you were struggling to meet the multiple
needs of the family and the firm. Some conflicts and misunderstandings are bound to
occur when the family and the children demand time and the business, particularly a
starting business, requires all the effort that the parents can spare. In the case of K-
retailers, the targets and goals of the chain must also be taken into consideration, and they
may sometimes be inconsistent with those of the retailer and his/her family.
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Fournier and Lightfoot (1997, 25) have pointed out that family entrepreneurs are adept at
creating a complex and constantly changing matrix of divisions and connections between
different activities. Family and business are but two of these, constantly drawn into a
dense web, sometimes tightly together, sometimes as polar opposites. The retailers in this
study placed family first in the long run and only after that came the business or their
work. Most of the entrepreneurs said their family gave them the strength to work so hard.
On the other hand, their family was also the reason why they worked so hard. As one of
the interviewees remarked, he derived the power and strength to carry on from his
family. Many said there would be no firm if there were no family. The family was the
foundation on which they built their wellbeing, and a happy family gave them the
strength to be an entrepreneur. That was the single most important message of all the
interviews.
 W1  The reason we have a family is to feel good. If we didn’t have the family,
neither would we have the firm. Family means having a private life. These things
overlap, of course, there’s no simple dividing line. They are so closely tied
together, it’s impossible to separate one from the other. If the family is happy, the
enterprise benefits from the family’s work input. The will to work for the good of
the firm comes from the family. If the family is not alright, the firm will suffer as
well ... And if you haven’t slept or something, if you worry about problems in the
firm, then that affects the family also.  W1
Nevertheless, the interviewees, the husbands in particular, said that in a starting business
the economy of the firm must come first, and only after the firm’s economy was in order
could they think about the needs of the family. During the first years of a business,
retailers do not earn big salaries from their firm, but in the case of grocers they can get
their food and many other daily necessities from their own store and do not need much
money for that. In the long run, the family comes first, but sometimes in day-to-day
situations the firm must be taken care of first.
In this study, the personal ambitions of the husband appeared to play an important role in
deciding on family entrepreneurship. The husband wanted to be a retailer, and especially
a grocer, and needed his wife and family to support this decision. It was also usually the
husband who came from an entrepreneurial family and the wife then agreed to the
lifestyle of the husband. Although it might be said that the decision was mutual, yet the
desire to become an entrepreneur came from the husband. Particularly at the start of their
entrepreneurial career, retailers appeared to share targets like job satisfaction, supply of
high-quality products, independence, and self-esteem. The personal ambitions of the
wives were not usually expressed so specifically in the interviews, and there were even a
few cases in which the wife had had to give up her personal aims to pursue the goals of
the family or the husband.
But there is also the target of creating wellbeing for the family. Entrepreneurship gives a
degree of flexibility in combining work and family life. Especially the younger K-
retailers who were at the start of their business felt that even if they and their spouses
were working long hours they were able to decide between themselves how to divide the
responsibilities in the household and in the firm. A young family and a young business
both require a great deal of time, and, according to this study, the younger generation was
very willing to invest time also in the family. This finding supports the results of Haahti
(1987, 38-43), who examined the personal objectives of an entrepreneur, his/her
objectives as an employer, and the objectives of the firm, and found personal goals to
have major importance.
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Even though the actual decision of starting a business of one’s own may be motivated by
the personal goals of the retailer, it is also obvious that if there are more members to the
household the goals cannot be individual, but so-called group goals (Piorkowsky 1997,
70). The many goals of a family together with the separate priorities of each family
member make consensus about goals difficult to reach. Some families never manage to
agree on common targets but work toward goals that are important to the individual
members or combinations of individuals (Deacon and Firebaugh 1988, 49). Each family
member has individual aims to be achieved during his/her lifetime, but also the family as
a system represents a unique entity with its own developmental characteristics (Deacon
and Firebaugh 1988, 22). Goal-setting is a necessary activity of an open, complex family
organization. The attention given to internal and external interchanges between the
family members and between the family unit and other systems affects the ability of the
family organization to set goals that help adapt members to their environment (Paolucci
et al. 1977, 131). The family systems and the particular targets of each case family in this
study appear to follow a certain order or sequence which is related to the lifecycle stages
of both the family and the firm.
The entrepreneurial families in the data of this study had a mutual dream of creating a
successful family business that can provide wellbeing and even some property to the
family. To reach their long-term goal, the family and the firm need various smaller
targets and goals, and daily keep in mind the real purpose of the business. The next
citation illustrates the common opinion of the interviewees. They all agreed that family
entrepreneurship is something holistic and shared by all family members. Parents were
unable to separate their work from their private life, and children learned from the
beginning that the business formed part of the life of their family.
 W1  Being a family entrepreneur is a full-time job. Both parents are involved in
the enterprise and even a child knows what’s being done and why. The children
are inevitably drawn in as well ... we just don’t have the privileges that ordinary
parents do. Always having to think up something new. The store follows you
everywhere. You’ve really got to have a passion for doing this, a strong urge.
There certainly are easier ways of earning your daily bread – that’s no reason to
become an entrepreneur.  W1
Schumpeter admits (Jennings 1994, 60; Schumpeter 1934, 93-94 ref. Lintunen 2000, 34-
35) that the behaviour of an entrepreneur can be called irrational and non-hedonistic,
characterizing an entrepreneur’s motivation as follows:
1) There is a dream and the will to found a private kingdom, usually, though not
necessarily, also a dynasty.
2) There is a will to conquer: an impulse to fight, to prove oneself superior to others,
to succeed for the sake, not of the fruits of success, but of success itself. From this
aspect, economic action becomes a kin to sport; there are financial races, or rather
boxing-matches. The financial result is a secondary consideration, or, at all
events, mainly valued as an index of success and as a symptom of victory…
3) There is the joy of creating, of getting things done, or simply of exercising one’s
energy and ingenuity… Our type seeks out difficulties, changes in order to
change, delights in venture.
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Lansberg (1999, 75-76) also refers to the shared dream of business families. It is a
collective vision of the future that inspires the family members to engage in the hard
work of planning and doing whatever is necessary to maintain their collaboration and
achieve their goals. In family firms, shared dreams are highly personal and grow from
within often a period of years. The shared dream emerges from the family’s fundamental
values and aspirations. It defines who they are, who they want to be, what kind of
enterprise they wish to build, and how they wish to be perceived by the world. Lansberg
further notes that the “dream” is not to be confused with a set of goals. Goals are much
more specific and concrete than dreams. While clear goals can certainly be motivating,
they are generally shorter-lived from a psychological standpoint. Dreams work at a
deeper emotional level and are, thus, often associated with mythic symbols that have
personal significance for individuals.
According to Paolucci et al. (1977, 132), by continuously balancing its means and ends,
the family establishes a complex of goals, made up of various goals in various stages –
some nearing completion, some being formed, and still others which may endure for a
lifetime. Goal-setting is always cast in a future orientation – only the degree of
“futurism” among the goals varies. Some can be accomplished in a relatively short time;
others may take years. The ability to set long-term or short-term goals may be related to
how the family views its control over circumstances.  Family firms that belong to a chain
organization must be future-oriented and flexible in their values, culture, and goals,
because they must constantly take account of the changing environment.
Home (1989, 129) also points out that there is variation in the goals of retail businesses.
Retailers obviously have both economic and non-economic goals. In many cases,
decision-making is driven more by personal aims than by organizational goals. The most
important duties of enterprises are to make profit for the owners, to deliver products and
services to people, to guarantee jobs for employees so that they can satisfy their social
and mental needs, and to create welfare (Kettunen 1987, 23-24). These are not easy
targets to fulfil, but if an enterprise is successful they can all be reached. Individual
entrepreneurs have their own visions and strategies how to make their business work and
produce welfare. Such visions and strategies will vary from time to time and according to
the lifecycle stage of the firm, but also according to the lifecycle stage of the family.
In the case of K-retailers, efficiency, profitability, and rationality of operations are targets
appreciated also by the chain organization. The chain organization consists of
representatives of the K-retailers themselves and some representatives of Kesko. Its main
purpose is to secure the rational and profitable operation of each member store and the
profitability of the wholesale organization Kesko, and to make profit for the owners of
Kesko. K-retailers also feel a sense of responsibility towards their employees and their
families. The message from the participants in this study was that family is important and
some also thought of their employees as belonging to the family. Efficiency,
responsibility for the employees, and responsibility towards the owners were the most
important targets of the firm in Haahti’s (1987, 38-43) study as well. Making a profit has
to be the main target of any firm – otherwise, producing welfare for the owners and the
environment will not be possible.
As an employer, the entrepreneur’s targets are to create good working conditions for
his/her employees, give them an opportunity to take part in decision-making, and secure
their jobs (Haahti 1987, 38-43). In this study, the retailers pointed out that such goals
could be taken more into account once the business had developed and the retailer had
more time to improve the firm and not concentrate merely on day-to-day subsistence.
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The data of this study support the idea that the life of a business family consists of the
constant and complex balancing of business, family and individual interests (Ward and
Sidwell 1998). According to Pickàrd (1999, 4), to be “successful”, any business needs to
function in ways that enhance its values and its merit. An “accomplished” family-run
business has a triple task:
1) To function in enhancing ways as a business.
2) To function in enhancing ways as individuals, both within the family and 
within the business.
3) To function in enhancing ways as a family, both within the family’s
private world and within the family’s public world.
The interviewees of this study also felt that although these tasks might not always be
realizable at the same time, in the long run they all had to be reached.
6.4.3 The changing needs and challenges in the different lifecycle stages of a family
business
One of the interviewed retailers described his personal development as an entrepreneur
and talked about how his values and goals had changed during his career, as seen in the
following citation. His career represents a typical example of a K-retailer moving from a
smaller to a bigger store, but this retailer had been more successful than many others. He
was now approaching the passing-the-baton stage in the business, and was making an
“assessment” of his career and his life. According to him, a beginning entrepreneur first
has certain material needs and desires that make him/her to start his/her own business.
Once the business has been established, the entrepreneur wants to concentrate on
developing it. All the retailers in this study agreed that the primary goal of the business in
the start-up stage was survival. After business grew, resources would continue to be
invested into the firm to develop it further. If everything went well and the business
started to prosper, the entrepreneur would have time to think about life’s other
dimensions. Then perhaps came the realization that he/she was no longer needed
everywhere the same way as in the start-up stage. According to the cited entrepreneur,
this could lead to a sense of frustration.
 H8  At some stage your perception of money changes ... I felt I wasn’t progressing,
I wasn’t needed. It’s a terrible thing for a retailer to feel that he’s not needed – that
this firm can run without me. I’ve aspired for it and spent years building it, and all
of a sudden people start to act in a way that makes you frustrated, as if they ousted
you. You really work at it, and then comes the moment when you start to feel
useless... And then your set of values shifts toward other roles ... For me towards
self-improvement and personal development.  H8
At this point an entrepreneur usually looks for new challenges and begins to renew
his/her business or starts a new and bigger business somewhere else. In a K-retailer’s
career, it is common that a retailer who has successfully developed the business gets to
move on to a bigger store as a kind of “reward” for his/her efforts.
 H8   When I moved to this store, the challenge was: would I be able to make it or
not. Could I manage a big unit like this ... I gave it all I had to the very last drop ...
the pressure was enormous, but I had an urge to prove that I could make it as a
family entrepreneur. I wasn’t thinking about money at that stage either, only about
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whether I’d be able to manage ... I had one hell of a debate with myself. But I took
it as a challenge. A challenge to show those around me that it’s possible to make it
as a family entrepreneur in Finland...  H8
Bartlett (1988, 7), who has described entrepreneurs sometimes in rather ironical or even
derogatory terms, suggests that the singleness of purpose is characteristic of
entrepreneurs. He argues that after having determined an objective and set their foot on
the first step, entrepreneurs commit themselves and all who follow them. Such singleness
of purpose, according to him, can be known as ruthlessness, perseverance, determination,
one-track-mindedness, or even limited capacity, depending on the view taken by the
observer. But as far as entrepreneurs are concerned, it is the only approach that is
effective. In their early days, they will endeavour to move forward and upward regardless
of effort and time, until their progress is recognized. At that point they will look for a
better kit in the form of management and advisers, and whilst the general direction will
continue to be upwards, they will be prepared to take time out to reconnoitre and evaluate
alternative paths which appear to converge on their ultimate target. Bartlett continues that
the experience of an entrepreneur will have reconfirmed his/her original intent but he/she
will have accepted a need from time to time to amend the used tactics to take advantage
of past errors.
The retailer cited above (H8) took the challenge and created a big, successful business. In
spite of many misfortunes, the business began to grow steadily right from the start. The
retailer was satisfied with the business but he was after something more: he wanted to be
“the best”. He wanted to prove himself as a retailer. Now it was no longer a question of
money but of his career. But then, after a while, he again started to contemplate other
values in life than money and material goals.
 H8  That really pushed me forward and inspired me to start developing my store to
become the biggest store in Finland in terms of sales, and to feel what it’s like to
stay at the top for a couple of years. But it’s funny how your values transform. At
that time I just had to be best. After a few years at the top I began to calculate that
that, too, costs money ... it costs a hell of a lot of money. And then you start to
think about other values.  H8
 
Similarly, Beckérus and Roos (1985, 152-156) suggest that entrepreneurs do not feel that
their only motive for being in the business is money or their own economic success.
Rather, they also have an excessive feeling of responsibility for all their employees. They
feel not only the risk of losing their business but also of losing the jobs of their co-
workers. Family firms generally have a longer-term outlook to their business than other
companies, which may also lead to a greater sense of social responsibility. This means
that family owner-managers may have a different outlook to their interest groups such as
their employees. (Kets de Vries 1992, 7.)  Or, in the words of the interviewee cited
above:
 
 H8  ... That’s maybe the difference between family entrepreneurship and other
kind of entrepreneurship. You learn to think about your employees ... This is
basically about values. If you are an entrepreneur, you have responsibility ... We’re
accountable to the next generation, and I don’t mean our own children, but so that
this system continues into the future. And entrepreneurship – namely, private
entrepreneurship and family entrepreneurship – can indeed work here in Finland,
provided that the conditions are in place ...  H8
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Bartlett (1988, 6) has noted that as the entrepreneur’s empire grows, he/she will become
more and more involved in matters of finance and be impressed by those who make
money out of money. It is not uncommon to find successful businessmen eagerly
accepting appointments to local boards of joint-stock banks and the more successful
acquiring control of, or influence in, merchant banks. Timonen (2000, 72, 107) has
focused on the institutional tendencies of farm entrepreneurs – that is, their tendency or
ability to take part in different societal activities in their own field. She found that the
older or better-educated the farmers were, the more likely they were to be elected to
positions of trust or to take part in organizational activities.
This study also indicated that family entrepreneurs began to focus more attention on their
common interests only after their own individual business had become stabilized and
successful. Before that, the family firm took up all their time. Many of the more
established retailers in this study were working in the chain organization as K-retailers’
representatives who negotiated the agreements with the suppliers or industry, but mostly
they had no time for other societal or professional activities except to promote their own
business.
 H8  ... At some point you start to think that now you’ve got your own firm going,
now you have to grow to take the next step. Which means you learn to think more
calmly and look into the future outside the firm... You also have to grow with
regard to your values, so that you can see society and the economy and your
chances for success also in the longer term... I don’t think it’s about power, I don’t
enjoy power. I think it’s more about responsibility ... you can be good at your own
business but then you think you can’t have any influence in society. Well, you
certainly can’t influence things if you sit alone grumbling in your corner ...  H8
 
Table 16 presents the single-generation lifecycle model of K-retailers and summarizes
the goals and decisions of a household-enterprise complex in its various lifecycle stages,
both from the viewpoint of the family and of the business. It is often difficult to decide
which comes first, so it is useful to include both units in the same table. This is an
important aspect to consider also in developing cooperation between retailers and the
chain system. The business family and the family business are bound very closely
together – a fact that is apparent also in the data of this study.
When examining the values, goals, and targets of an entrepreneurial family in the light of
lifecycle thinking, it becomes clear that the major goals of the family are formed in the
young-business-family stage. The family has to decide where and how to live and what
kind of business to create. The division of labour has a crucial role in view of efficient
time use in the family and in the firm, and may sometimes be a source of conflict
between the spouses. Also, since the business is in the start-up stage, it demands a great
deal of both time and money from the owners.
According to Bartlett (1988, 6), entrepreneurs in the early days of their career will be
concerned first with survival and then with establishing a reasonable power base. In this
second phase, they may well crystallize their general ambitions into specific objectives.
Still, they will seldom, if ever, communicate them directly to others, although from time
to time even the most casual observer will be able to distinguish their intent.
Entrepreneurs have different goals in the various stages of entrepreneurship. In small
owner-managed businesses these depend on the entrepreneur’s own personal goals,
which also reflect his/her values (Timonen 2000, 46).
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In the entering-the-business stage the major conflicts of family entrepreneurship have
been solved, and the division of labour can be revised if the wife now has more time for
the business as the children are growing. The entrepreneur’s children may also help in the
business in some tasks. The organization of the firm is growing larger and more complex,
and the owners have to pay increasing attention to the management of the business. In
this stage, a K-retailer often moves to another store, which usually means returning back
to the start-up stage on the business axis.
Next, in the working-together stage, the retailer family is usually planning the future of
the children and also making some plans for the retirement of the parents. The children
are finishing school, and are often working in the firm training for the business, or are
pursuing a different profession and helping out when they can. The family and the
business both need cash and time for different purposes. The family seeks security and
the business starts to require renewals.
The passing-the-baton stage is a time that may give occasion to various conflicts. It is
very important for the continuity of the business that the family has a mutual dream
shared by the family members. One or more of the children are continuing the business,
while at the same time they are starting their own families and making decisions about
the desired standard of living and way of life. The parents seek new interests (hobbies,
social or organizational duties) and the next generation seeks growth and change. This
stage is critical, and many family firms are not continued into the next generation.
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Table 16: Single-generation lifecycle model of K-retailers: Family-business lifecycle
stages and main interest areas of K-retailer families and firms.
Goals and decisions in the family Goals and decisions in the firm
Young-business-family stage:
Founding years
Shaping of major goals;
Housing decisions;
Division of labour in the family and the
firm; Family’s financial needs = basic
needs;
Family goal = success of the business.
Training stage: Training to be a retailer
Start-up stage:
Rapid growth of business, demanding time
and money;
Small but dynamic organization;
Owner committed to business success;
Family and business aligned via cash flow.
Entering-the-business stage:
Developmental years
Possibility to revise division of
labour between spouses;
Achievement of goals of founding
years;
Children helping in the business for
pocket money;
Family goals = raising and educating
the children.
Formalization stage:
Larger and more complex organization;
Owner desires control and stability;
Family needs increasing;
Cash and time needed for different purposes
by family and  firm (parenting vs. business
growth);
Possibility to move to a bigger store.
Working-together stage:
Assessment years
Standard of living;
Planning of retirement;
Children helping or training in the
business;
Planning for children’s future;
Family goals = security and
prosperity from the business.
Formalization stage continues
or
Renewal of store / moving to bigger
store = New start-up stage
Passing-the-baton stage:
Regeneration
Succession;
Housing decisions;
Quality of life;
Health;
Owner’s goals = new interests or “semi-
retirement”;
Younger generation’s goals = growth
and change.
Maturing stage:
Renewals and strategic regeneration of
business;
Succession or sale of the firm or dissolution
of the firm;
Different agendas and risk outlook of older
and younger generation;
Owner’s goals = funds for retirement;
Younger generation’s goals = development
and growth of business.
The single-generation life-cycle model in Table 16 illustrates the complexity of a family
business, but in real life the situations faced by K-retailers during the various lifecycle
stages are usually even more complicated. Moreover, a business family may, in fact, be
in several stages at the same time. The children in the family may be of widely different
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ages, there may be health problems, money may suddenly be needed for more
investments, etc. Similarly, the family business may also be in several stages at once. A
business may be over five years old, but when the retailer moves to another store the
business usually returns to a start-up stage. In this study there was only one case in which
the situation was so bad that the retailer was reconsidering his his decision to become an
entrepreneur. But this does not mean that the other retailers had not experienced hard
times. In each case, the competitive situation was quite tough and all of the retailers had
had to consider the possibility of failure. However, in case of a failure, the household and
the enterprise may be even more tied together. Usually the retailer loses everything when
a failure occurs. In a bankruptcy, the entrepreneur gets all his/her strength from the
family, and every available resource is necessary and valuable (Römer-Paakkanen 1994).
6.5 Family entrepreneurship as a lifestyle
This section reviews entrepreneurship, and family entrepreneurship in particular, as
described by the respondents of this study. Some citations from the interviews are
included to illustrate the common attitudes and opinions among the retailers. There are
also some references to other studies and the literature to see how these opinions
correspond to them.
All the respondents thought of entrepreneurship as a way of life. Roos (1985, 52 and
1987, 45) defines a “way of life” as being the entity that comprises the stages and actions
of life, the everyday life, and the interactions of an individual or family, which can be
organized subjectively. To be an entrepreneur is not just to make money or have some
“entrepreneurial” personality traits – it concerns much more complex phenomena
involving factors that are not immediately visible (Levander 1998, 70).
 H8  But I’ve seen it for myself that it’s a way of life, it’s a choice that you make.
Perhaps it’s good to get this thing straight from the very beginning, because first of
whether they’re actively involved or not. It’s always like that, even if the other
spouse stays at home, even more so all the time spent at the store is away from the
family. The quality of life, if someone were to measure it, is really low,
irrespective of how high your standard of living may be. It really requires strong
backup forces.  H8
One of the interviewees, a third-generation retailer, said that he had tried to fight against
lifestyle thinking but had had to admit that entrepreneurship is, indeed, a lifestyle.
 H2  ... It’s like having it in your genes. When people kept telling me it’s a way of
life and not a job, I used to fight back against that view. But I guess that’s the way
it is, after all ...  H2
In their study of small entrepreneurs and their spouses, Beckérus and Roos (1985, 152-
156) found many similarities in the way they thought and acted. They call these
similarities the small-entrepreneurs’ psychological module, which can also be described
with the words “must” and “purpose”. Although there is no such thing as “the”
entrepreneurial personality, one thing was found to be common to all entrepreneurs: they
are forever seeking opportunities, not waiting for them to come by. An entrepreneur is
actively making things happen, hence the apparent frenetic urgency and asocial working
hours (Bartlett1988, 28).
166
We might say “once an entrepreneur, always an entrepreneur”, but this is not to say that
entrepreneurs would be the same in character. Among the risks in being an entrepreneur,
Burch (1986, 35) mentions economic risk, social risk, psychological risk, and the risk of
the career. This last risk means that after having been an entrepreneur it can be difficult
to be just another worker in someone else’s firm. First of all, it is always hard to finding a
job after giving up one’s own business, but there is also the obstacle that one will not be
the person in charge of the business. An entrepreneur has his/her own style of working
and it may be difficult to accommodate oneself back to “normal life” after working as an
entrepreneur. There was one retailer couple in this study who had once already left their
business and sought employment elsewhere. But they had not been satisfied with their
jobs or with their life, and so they had taken up entrepreneurship again and started a new
business.
 H7 So we sold the business and looked for a job in someone else’s employment.
And we were employed for a while, for one year, almost two. But then we came to
the conclusion that the smartest thing to do was to start running our own business
again ... We had already moved to another location, the idea had been to start
looking forward to retirement and take it easier. But it didn’t quite work out that
way, and so we sort of drifted back to entrepreneurship. I guess we just had it in
our bones, so we were drawn back in ... We talked this over many times at home
and decided that it was wiser to stick to our own thing ...  H7
 
The concept of an entrepreneur must be separated from self-employed persons or those
whose only target is to make a living for the family or who just happen to own an
enterprise. Profit-seeking and the urge to develop the business are features often seen as
characteristic of entrepreneurs. Entrepreneurs are also more willing to bear risk or
uncertainty and there is more innovativeness in their way of doing business. (Vesala
1997, 249.) Most studies and textbooks consider an entrepreneur to be an economic actor
with the function to introduce more efficient ways of using the available physical and
financial resources for existing or new ends. Entrepreneurs are expected to belong to a
very rare species with unique talents. Johannisson (1992) states that today the
entrepreneur’s role as a “creative constructor” seems to be as crucial as the traditional
Schumpeterian role as a “creative destructor”. While most people are attracted by
collectively defined and harmonized perceptions, entrepreneurs pursue divergent
perceptions with conviction. They are capable both of re-acting and pro-acting and inter-
acting. Their active participation in the making of their own reality is encompassed in
everyday maxims: entrepreneurs are supposed to take action, take initiative, and take
responsibility. Nobody gives them assignments or tells them what to do. (Johannisson
1992, 157-160.)
An essential change takes place in one’s thinking when one becomes an entrepreneur: the
working day comes to be seen as full of opportunities instead of duties, as employees
normally tend to see it (Parkkinen 1999, 47). An entrepreneur regards working in his/her
own business as an opportunity and, thus, does not get tired even after long hours of
work or consider the responsibility for the business as a burden. Entrepreneurs treat
change as the norm and as healthy, and always seek change, respond to it, and exploit it
as an opportunity (Drucker 1985, 28). According to Beckérus and Roos (1985, 152-156),
entrepreneurs feel that the only way of being free is to run business of their own. This
same view can be found in their attitude towards work. Even though entrepreneurs work
long hours they are happy in their work. All the respondents in this study worked very
hard – even the ones whose businesses were established and successful. They thought of
their work as a challenge: they wanted overcome the hardships that belong to
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entrepreneurship and create an even better business despite them. Many of the
respondents referred to a similar type of perseverance:
 H9  Economy isn’t everything – you need madness. You stake everything you
have and you overcome the worst obstacles ...  H9
 
Entrepreneurs themselves have also pointed out that it is not possible to be an
entrepreneur unless one likes to work hard (Lampela-Kivistö 2000, 101). The typical
retailer in Home’s study (1989, 327), for instance, was a middle-aged man with a rather
low level of education who had gained a great deal of experience in the retail business
and who was prepared to work very hard for his store. These retailers were entrepreneurs
in small Finnish rural stores, and the results showed that they were working between 53
and 58 hours a week (Home 1989, 196). This example is from the 1980s, but since stores
have long business hours and nowadays are also open on many Sundays, it is unlikely
that grocers have been able to cut their working hours down. If stores are open 12-13
hours daily it is no wonder if the retailer has to work 13 hours a day. Several of the
interviewees for the present study realized that they were working too hard but said that
they themselves were often unconscious of working too much. If they had a “project” in
their store they might well work for days on end without any free time. One interviewee
said that at a certain period in the beginning of his career he actually lived in the store
and slept in a sleeping bag in his office.
Ruuskanen (1995, 75) describes entrepreneurs’ commitment to work as being deeper
than that of wage earners and the whole life span of entrepreneurs is marked by work:
entrepreneurship becomes a way of life. In this way of life one does not separate work
from leisure time, and since work and leisure are one and the same thing the entrepreneur
feels “free” also when working. Of course, there is another dimension in working hard: it
makes the entrepreneur feel important and appreciated on the basis of his/her time-use.
But the lack of time also makes entrepreneurs feel insufficient – there is so much to do
but there is never enough time.
Western civilization evolved under the injunction to work, and with that evolved the
Puritan ideology of success through work – man must work out his own salvation
(Anderson 1961, 48). According to Weber, the Protestant work ethic became the driving
force behind entrepreneurial activities and behaviours (Jennings 1994, 123). Weber
explained Benjamin Franklin’s ideas of work: a kind of continence, thriftiness, hard
work, sustainability, responsibility, and ascetism were the virtues that Franklin spoke of
when addressing those who wanted to become entrepreneurs. He taught that one who
wants to be an entrepreneur should not take the first “lollipop” but invest profitably all
that could be invested. According to Franklin, work is an end in itself and it should be
taken as a mission. Work is not a means of satisfying one’s needs but a calling, a purpose
in life. (Weber 1980, 336 and 51.) In their study, Beckérus and Roos (1985, 55) also
found evidence of similar kind of thinking. Working life, which for most people means
living under special terms and a life rhythm that is in contrast with their human needs and
conditions, has quite a different meaning for entrepreneurs. Entrepreneurs do not see
their work as a profession at which one is either deft or poor. They think work has an
absolute value: work is a symbol of human value and almost like a natural law. All the
retailers in this study had always worked long hours, and each one had also known long
periods when all they had done was to work. They knew it was not good for their health,
but they still saw it as a part of entrepreneurial life.
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 H6  ... And the doctor told me that a human being is not a machine; he gave me
two options – this was a very smart doctor – he recommended that either I go and
reserve myself a plot in the graveyard, or else ease down a little ... Honestly, two
years went by without me taking a single day off, and I slept two or three hours a
night ... it really was quite a racket ...  H6
To entrepreneurs, long workdays are not a problem because they “love” their work. They
are fortunate in having a job with which they can identify themselves personally. They
are interested in their work and often forget the passing of the time. Among these
fortunate occupations Anderson (1961, 26) mentions farmers who own their own land,
self-employed persons, and professionals who are occupied with creative things, like
architects and artists. Entrepreneurship has served as a model of efficient work and
profit-seeking. The entrepreneur is seen as a person with a tendency toward efficient
instrumental utility. Entrepreneurs have a need to perform their tasks better and better all
the time. In organizational thinking, entrepreneurship is seen as a specific way of
working. (Vesala 1997, 250.)
Entrepreneurs tend to identify “hard work” as the reason for their success. According to
them, profits are the outcome of “99 percent perspiration” and “1 percent inspiration”.
Whilst there is no one physical characteristic which identifies entrepreneurs, they usually
enjoy a physique which enables them to concentrate an enormous proportion of their time
on matters directly relating to work. (Bartlett 1988, 8.) Small-business founders are
usually single-minded and more than capable of putting in an 18-hour workday. This can
put a strain on other relationships, so that successful small-business founders usually
involve their families and get them on their side, too. They are also likely to put in many
more hours at work than their employees.
There is probably nothing wrong with working hard – as long as you are having fun. The
thing to remember is that running a business is more like running a marathon than like
running a sprint. Workaholics rarely seem to enjoy their work and behave more like
addicts than enthusiasts. (Barrow and Brown 1997, 23-24.) Likewise, Bartlett (1988, 9)
sees that, as far as the entrepreneur is concerned, work is not a pleasure as such. It is a
necessary input and there is a direct co-relation between the effort and the results. Certain
key activities cannot be delegated and, therefore, must be undertaken directly by the
entrepreneur. Bartlett’s opinion differs from Franklinian thinking, where work is seen as
a means to an end and never as an end in itself. Bartlett sees work not as a preferred
activity, but as a consequence of the singleness of purpose and personal involvement
unique to entrepreneurship. Apart from being able to put in long days, successful small-
business owners need to be on the spot to manage every day. Such owners are the
essential lubricants that keep the wheels of the business turning. They have to turn their
hands to anything that needs to be done to make the venture work and they have to plug
any gaps caused either by other people’s illness or because they just cannot afford the
luxury of sick leave. A week or two for a holiday is viewed as something of a luxury in
the early years of a business life. (Barrow and Brown 1997, 25.) But, as the respondents
in this study claimed, although they all worked long hours it was still their own choice.
Moreover, even though these spouses or families did not have much leisure time to spend
together, they still had a strong sense of togetherness in the family as they spent much of
their time working together.
 W4  It means that we’re at work all the time, in our case the whole family. Of
course, it means you need to compromise on a lot of things – a normal family is
probably able to get more out of their leisure time, being together.  W4
 
169
In the study by Bechhofer et al. (1974, 478 ref. Goss 1991, 24) concerning small
storekeepers, the dominant theme that emerged was independence. The respondents felt
that if a man is his own master, then success or failure depends directly on his own
efforts and energies. However, independence often takes the form of long working hours
in physically poor conditions, amounting to an extreme form of “self-exploitation”. Also
many of the retailers in the present study regarded independence as the most important
value in entrepreneurship. Ownership of the business is the basis for the independence of
the entrepreneurs. This independence is like a spring from which entrepreneurs can call
forth their strength of mind (Beckérus and Roos 1985, 152-156). When entrepreneurs
refer to their independence they usually mean the freedom to organize their work
themselves, just as they will, without anyone else’s control or ma nagement. In one’s own
enterprise – be it a farm or a firm – there is no-one to supervise you or to measure your
efficiency (Katila 2000, 224). According to Jenkins (1994, 11), the term “entrepreneur”
appeals to a variety of individuals who aspire to the freedom, wealth, and independence
that an entrepreneurs supposedly enjoys.
 H6  This is a free choice, everybody can choose for themselves and decide whether
to go home, or whether to work 24 or 20 hours a day. The choice is yours, there’s
nothing to stop you. But I’d say that ultimately what I myself like best is the
independence. In the beginning I thought I was doing it for the money but it’s not
that, after all. Because you could earn your living just as well by being employed
... let’s say you have to have a streak of madness in you. Entrepreneurship in itself
is a kind of “personality disorder” that drives you on and makes you work 24 hours
a day. But I wouldn’t exchange it for anything ... although, of course, there are
times when ... but that’s momentary. Like, when it’s really difficult, you think,
“Oh, the things I get mixed up with!” But it’s the independence in this business
that gives you the motivation to go on. Plus the fact that you’re constantly aware
of where you’re at ... Not that I’ve ever tried a job at the office, but I know my
nature, and that I’m not one to be bossed around, not very easily. I’m too
headstrong for that ...  H6
 
Entrepreneurs can consider the image of their business to be part of their own identity. In
a way they tend to identify themselves with the firm (Kiianmaa 1997, 102). A big and
successful business makes them feel big and successful themselves. There are signs of
this kind of thinking in this study, too. One of the retailers talked about how his firm had
developed into a brand, and how he identified himself with the firm. A few of the
interviewed retailers also used their own personalities in marketing and advertising their
store.
Some of the interviewees, on the other hand, felt it was by no means a must for their
customers to identify him as the boss or owner of the business. In addition, there were
those who did not want to be personally recognized by the customers at all – only for
them to know the store and the chain. To these retailers, attaining success was what
mattered most: they wanted to be respected by their colleagues, their family, and the
chain organization. But they did not consider it important to be known by every
customer. They preferred a kind of “personal anonymity”, whereas they definitely
wanted their store to be well-known. Nowadays, it also depends on the chain strategy to
what extent a retailer can use his or her own personality or the name of the store in
marketing and advertising.
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Sometimes entrepreneurs are reluctant to admit that their work is so important to them
that it could be called a way of life, but in the long run they usually find this to be true.
Wilenius (1989, 18) classifies the various attitudes towards work into six categories:
1) Stint = One can earn some money.
2) Business = The work is interesting and one can earn some money.
3) Profession = One can get satisfaction from using one’s skills.
4) Career = The work creates a feeling of self-esteem and gives
responsibility.
5) Mission, vocation = There is a possibility for self-realization and
serving other people.
6) Calling, purpose in life = One dedicates one’s whole life to work,
which one thinks is important to society.
Perhaps it is cannot be argued that retailers in this study thought of work as their purpose
in life, but because work and entrepreneurship did form an important part of their way of
life it could easily be considered as a vocation or a mission. According to Kimbro (1996,
8-10), successful entrepreneurs must have three qualities: mission, vision, and passion.
Entrepreneurs combine the concepts of mission and success; as they see it, one has to
want success. A vision is a target waiting to be realized. Visions inspire purpose to
action. But along with mission and vision, an entrepreneur needs to have passion.
Entrepreneurs are often described as being driven by an intense commitment and
determined perseverance. They burn with the competitive desire to excel and win – in
other words, they are filled with passion, and passion in work contributes to success.
Passion can best be translated into action when that action is directed toward something
the entrepreneur is committed to and focused on. Most entrepreneurs say that if the
passion is not there, you had better find something else to do.
Johannisson (1992, 163) states that in the entrepreneurial world, the whole picture
precedes the pieces of the puzzle. The entrepreneur starts off with a holistic vision, an
image of the completed puzzle. To materialize that vision the entrepreneur must be able
to identify the ingredients of the imagined reality in a way that makes it possible to fit the
already existing pieces into the envisioned picture. In order to succeed, the entrepreneur
must then be able to rationalize various choices and placements both for her/himself and
for different actors in the environment. Moreover, the entrepreneur must also believe in
serendipity, in other words, that coincidence may supply the pieces to complete the
puzzle. As described in the next citation, an entrepreneur needs a clear picture of what
he/she wants. Other respondents also stressed the need for a vision.
 H8  To start a family enterprise you’ve got to be slightly crazy. You have to have a
bit of what I refer to as a “personality disorder”. You must have a clear idea, a
clear understanding of what you want from your life. It’s no use thinking that this
is just a short-term money-making project. That’s pointless, because there’s maybe
one entrepreneur in 5,000 who manages to strike it rich within a couple of years
and then sells the business ... H8
 
Strandell (1984, 205-206) discusses Prokop’s concept of life-entirety. Life-entirety
means that an individual cannot be divided into sectors according to the actions in which
he/she takes part. Individuals gather together their experiences along their lifelong travel
and compile them into one entity: their own personal view of themselves. This view can
be incoherent and contradictory, but still, it is the view that the individual has of
him/herself. Life-entirety is both horizontal and vertical depending on the viewpoint:
one’s life history is vertical, while the horizontal dimension comes from one’s different
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areas of life. Life-entirety has something in common with the concept of a way of life,
but it is more subjective and more closely connected to one’s personal experiences of
life. Correspondingly, in the context of this study it is also important to understand that
an entrepreneurial lifestyle has many different elements or sectors which, all of them
together, form the entrepreneur’s way of life. According to the respondents, an
entrepreneur has to take account of each and every sector of his/her life: work, business,
family, customers, and the whole environment. Entrepreneurship is a way of life for the
whole family, and the family members all work together to realize their mutual dream.
6.6 Summary of the household-enterprise complex of K-retailers
This section gives a summary of the main findings of this study on the basis of the cross-
case analysis in the previous sections of this chapter. Based on these findings (which also
provide answers to the research questions) it is possible to obtain a picture of the
household-enterprise complex of K-retailers. As noted in Chapter 5, the key factors
explaining the specific characteristics of the household-enterprise complex of K-retailers
are the life-cycle stage of the family and of the firm. For analyzing the cases further, each
case in this study was positioned into the three-dimensional developmental model of
family entrepreneurship, and as the result of this analysis, the single generation life-cycle
model of K-retailers was developed.
The economic interaction between the household and the family firm follows the lifecycle
stages of the firm. When the business is being started, the family usually invests its
private property into the firm and does not expect big rewards. As the business grows and
formalizes itself, the family’s standard of living improves.  The firm is not so dependent
on the owner family’s economic support any longer, and the family members can get
paid for their work input and thereby increase their private property again. Before the
firm reaches the next lifecycle stage, the maturing stage, there is a theoretical possibility
of the economic segregation of the household and the firm. When the business is growing
and the family is remunerated for their work the private property can be separated from
the business and the business can continue on its own. Usually this situation is unrealistic
since at this stage the firm requires reinvestments to renew its image, or the retailer
moves to another store. The firm also calls for new investments as the family is
approaching the passing-the-baton stage, in which the next generation is planning
renewals and has to invest in the business. The data of this study indicate that business
families often tend to mix their private property with that of the firm. This conclusion
follows the general idea of the household-enterprise complex in which the two units form
one socioeconomic entity and are overlapping.
The division of labour between the members of K-retailer families seems to follow the
traditional gender roles, but still it quite rational and even equal. Although the women’s
role in the families in this study was more bound to the private sphere and the family, and
the husband’s role more bound to the public sphere and the firm, the work and the family
life were not so segregated in their families as they normally tend to be nowadays. In
many of the young business families in this study, the mother stayed at home with the
children but also did some office work at home in the evenings. As the children grew up
the mother would increase her duties in the firm and start working in the store as well.
Once the children were of school age, the mother would start to work full-time in the
business. Among the younger families also the father was willing to spend time with the
children and share in the housework. The retailer and his wife could divide their working
day so that both of them could work in the store but also spend time at home with their
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children. The data of this study also suggest that the younger the parents, the more the
father takes part in caring for the children and in doing housework. This kind of division
of labour was unfamiliar to the cases belonging to the older generation, where the gender
roles and division of labour tended to be even more traditional.
As the children grow up they also start to work in the store to get some pocket money
and also because they are interested in what the parents are doing in the store. In this
study, the children usually began to work in the family firm as teenagers during
weekends and on vacations. Although in smaller firms it is important that all the family
members can do almost everything in the firm, the way the duties were divided was
usually based on the personal skills and liking, also in private family life. The division of
labour was quite clearly defined, since this helped with planning the daily tasks and also
with planning the division of responsibilities between the family members and the
employees. Every family had developed their own model of division of labour which
seemed to be quite flexible.
Like many other aspects in entrepreneurial families and family firms, the division of
labour and the gender roles tend to be transformed in the course of the lifecycle of the
family and the business. However, some key features characterized each family in this
study. There were patriarchal families where the husband had the dominating role over
his wife and where the division of labour was mainly dependent on the traditional gender
roles. These families were older and the younger families appeared to be more equal.
Most of the K-retailers in this study could be classified as copreneurs, with both spouses
engaged in the firm and the division of labour based on their individual skills and the
benefits gained. If copreneurs also shared housework within the family on an equal basis
they could be referred to as equal partners.
One of the primary findings of this study is that the retailer families proved to be deeply
family-oriented, and that despite the fact that both parents and especially the husband
worked long hours, they still had much time to be together. The respondents stressed
their appreciation of family togetherness. Besides working together they would also take
the children with them to the workplace and the children would then perform some of the
duties in the store. Family entrepreneurship appears to be quite a flexible way of
combining work and family life. The parents can arrange to take turns at being at home
and also work in the firm, and the children get to be taken care of by their own parents
when they are small. This result is consistent with the research findings of Smith (2000,
284), who studied Australian copreneurial marital partners. According to her, one of the
motives for copreneurship would appear to be the opportunity for couples to manage
their work and family responsibilities more flexibly and effectively than what is possible
as salaried employees in the corporate world.
The interaction with the chain is aimed at bringing economic benefits to the chain
retailers. The interviewed K-retailers felt that cooperation with the chain was more about
cooperation between retailers and not so much about cooperation with the central
organization. By belonging to the chain, the retailers were able to gain benefits in supply,
delivery, financing, administration, marketing, advertising, etc. Joint purchases and joint
marketing made it possible to attain larger volumes in sales but also gave them more time
to develop their own business. Economies of scale and rationality persuaded retailers to
chain cooperation. In the interviewed families, the husbands were in charge of the chain
operations, whereas the wives said that the chain had no influence on their life, work or
family. Overall, the attitudes towards the chain organization and chain membership were
quite positive and the interviewed retailers expected to get even more benefit from chain
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operations due to foreseen developments in the near future. What is also an important
finding is that the retailers did not feel that they lost their autonomy or independence as
entrepreneurs by cooperating in the chain.
The multiple needs and challenges of K-retailers were studied by examining the values
and culture of the business family, the values and culture of the family firm, and the
values and culture of the chain. In the case of K-retailers, at least three types of values
could be seen to influence the value system of the household-enterprise complex. The
first two of these are 1) the so-called Hestian soft values of the family, and 2) the so-
called Hermean hard values of the chain. Then, there is 3) a combination of the best
parts of these value systems, as drawn together by the family enterprise in between these
two worlds to serve its customers as well as possible and also to make profit. Values can,
of course, develop in time and change as the family or firm moves from one lifecycle
stage to another. Nevertheless, they form the basis for goal-setting in an entrepreneurial
household-enterprise complex.
Business families have a mutual dream of a successful family business and the wellbeing
of the family. But when we look at the personal needs and goal-setting, it usually seems
to be the personal needs of the husband on which the mutual dream is ultimately based.
The major goals are formed in young-business-family stage. As the firm develops and
becomes formalized, and the children get older and enter the business by working there
on holidays, the family has better possibilities to fulfil its needs and concentrate in
educating and raising the children. In the working-together stage, the family begins to
plan the future of the children and starts to think over the needs of each member of the
family. And finally, in the passing-the-baton stage the business is the maturing stage and
the next generation seeks growth and change in the firm and wants to secure a good
standard of living. The different lifecycle stages and the different value systems describe
the complexity of goal-setting in the household-enterprise complex of K-retailers.
Family entrepreneurship means a whole lifestyle. The needs and challenges of the
household-enterprise complex change according to the lifecycle stage of the family and
the firm, but generally the respondents of this study felt quite satisfied with their way of
life. Even the retailer’s wife who had felt frustrated at being left at home with the
children was still content with their lifestyle – her only regret was that she would have
hoped to continue her work in the family firm. All the families appeared to share a
common dream of creating wellbeing for the family by working together in the family
business. Both the retailers and their wives were proud of their businesses and of their
families. They did not think of entrepreneurship merely as a job or a duty but seemed to
enjoy working with their employees and offering their services to the customers. They
felt independent and able to decide what to do in their lives. They admitted being very
tired at times, but still claimed to love their work. Both the husbands and the wives hoped
to have more free time and looked forward to retirement someday – but, as was the case
with one of the interviewees, when the time came it was not so easy to leave the business
and let everything go. This particular retailer had, therefore, decided to continue working
in the business and was eagerly facing new challenges once again. Retailers do not find it
easy to leave their own business unless they can pass it on to the next generation for them
to continue it.
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7  DISCUSSION
7.1 Summary and conclusions
This qualitative multiple-case study examines family entrepreneurship as an occupational
choice, as seen by the entrepreneurial couple themselves. The subject was approached
from the point of view of the business family and their household. This perspective
represents a new way of thinking, but since we are talking about family firms it is useful
to take a wider perspective and not focus on the enterprise alone, without taking into
account the entrepreneurial family and the environment with which the firm interacts.
Because the target here is to understand the subjective reality of family entrepreneurship,
the adopted approach is hermeneutic. The central concepts of this study are: 1) the family
and the household, 2) the enterprise or the firm (K-store), 3) the chain organization
(Kesko), and 4) the household-enterprise complex of the retailers. The study is based on
empirical data collected by means of qualitative semi-structured interviews of 10 retailers
and 8 retailer’s spouses in the capital area of Finland. The interviews were conducted in
the spring of 1999, and the interviewees comprised two retailers from five of Kesko’s
retail chains (Rimi discount stores, K-neighbourhood stores, K-supermarkets, K-
superstores, and Citymarket hypermarkets).
My starting point in this study was to investigate how family entrepreneurs manage to
combine family life and entrepreneurship. There were two main goals: the theoretical aim
of my research was to create a holistic view of the household-enterprise complex of
family entrepreneurs and the empirical target was to examine the functioning of the
household of K-retailers and to find out what kind of interaction there exists between the
household, the family business, and the chain.
Traditional scientific studies or dissertations first present a theory, and then deduct a
model or models from that theory. In this study there was no pre-selected theory prior to
conducting the interviews, but the themes chosen for discussion in the interviews drew
on the family resource management and the family ecosystem approach. My own
personal experience as a K-retailer also contributed to an understanding of how the
family and the firm are connected to each other, and based on that experience, my
intuition was that lifecycles might have something to do with the way these two units of
the household-enterprise complex interact. The central concepts and themes in the
interviews were: the characteristics of the family and the firm, and their resources, values
and goals, functions, decision-making and division of labour. The themes were
operationalized in the interviews by bringing up some more specific questions, but for
the most part the interviewees told their stories quite spontaneously. They readily
discussed the above-mentioned themes, which thereby proved to be operational: Thus,
their stories naturally followed the themes and in many cases all I had to do was to listen
and record the stories.
The first step in qualitative data analysis is discovery – in other words, a search for the
most important meanings in what has been said in the interviews or what the researcher
has observed in the field, in documents, etc. It is useful to examine the data by attempting
to answer questions like: Are there recurring words, phrases, or topics in the data? What
are the concepts that the interviewees use? Are there any themes or any patterns
emerging from the data? The discovery process in this study began when I was reading
and rereading the transcriptions and certain problem areas kept arising from the stories of
the retailers and their wives. Lifecycle thinking and the flexibility of the division of
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labour were the main findings that emerged from the interviews. These problem areas
were like clues leading to the theories and models that were found at the same time by
studying the literature. Family lifecycle thinking and the three-dimensional
developmental model of family business that I found inductively after the interviews
were so consistent with the chosen themes that during the writing process it was almost
impossible to recognize which had actually been there first – the empirical data or the
theories.
The empirical focus in this study was on finding out answers to the question: How do K-
retailers and their wives cope in combining family life, family entrepreneurship, and
cooperation with the chain organization? In this research report the phenomenon is
described through the interviewed case families. Because of the huge amount of data and
the multidimensionality of family entrepreneurship as a phenomenon, I applied several
analysis methods. First, the data were roughly analyzed by using qualitative content
analysis and the data were classified by thematizing. However, because this analysis did
not provide any new perspective, and the analysis process was continued by thematic
coding: the cases were analyzed separately and a case profile was made of each case
Lifecycle thinking, which emerged from each of the cases, is the theoretic basis of my
research analysis. The case families are described in this report in their context according
to their lifecycle stage, with the cases placed into the single-generation life-cycle model
of K-retailers developed based on the analysis (see Figure 22). After that I continued by
focusing on each individual case in more detail. The research problem began to resolve
during the analyzing process, and finally a cross-case analysis was made against each of
the research questions. The empirical data provided answers to the research questions, as
seen in the Chapter 6.
Economic interaction between the household and the enterprise was found to follow the
lifecycle stages. When a family business is being initiated, the retailer and his/her family
usually invest all their private property into the firm, and from that day on the household
and the firm are merged economically as long as the enterprise exists. The corporate form
of the business often has no significance here because the retailer usually has legal
responsibility for all the debts of the firm. There may be times when the household and
the firm are self-supporting, but whenever the store needs renovating the retailer again
has to invest into his/her business. Mannermaa (1989, 101) has also observed two critical
stages in a retailer’s career at which he/she needs support from the chain: the start-up
stage, and an economic crisis. The start-up stage may refer either to starting a retailer’s
first store, or major renewal or enlargement of the store, or establishing a brand new
store.
Business families were also found to have a considerably flexible division of labour. It
appears important that both spouses are able to take responsibility for the business. In the
families of this study the husband was usually the manager in the firm and the wife the
manager in the family. Gender roles seemed to be quite traditional or even patriarchal,
but particularly in the younger families the spouses were equal partners both in the firm
and in the family, and divided their tasks mainly based on their individual skills. Still, it
is not so simple to put the cases into categories according to their division of labour,
because the families were used to changing it according to changing circumstances. The
business environment of the firm and the characteristics of the entrepreneurial family
determined the main operational circumstances influencing the way work was divided in
the business family. In her study Siiskonen (1990, 80) divided farmer families into four
groups according to their division of work: companion-entrepreneurship, patriarchy,
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equality, farmer-leadership. The case families in this study can be divided into three main
categories: copreneurs, equal partners, and patriarchal families, but as the families move
on in their lifecycle their division-of-labour category is also likely to change.
The most important factor that influences the division of labour, according to this study,
is the lifecycle stage and the flexibility of the family (see the Circumplex model, Section
3.2.1). While the children are small the mother usually stays at home with them, but as
they grow up the mother spends more time working in the firm. The parents are able to
be with the children because some of the office work can be done at home, and the
children can also sometimes stay with their parents at the store. The spouses can
exchange roles during the day, and there were examples in this study where the retailer
and his wife changed their roles and place of work several times a day. Since it is their
own firm that the parents are working in, they are also able to decide for themselves
whose turn it is to take care of the children. Their working hours are flexible and take
into account the needs of the family as well, which is not easy to arrange if one is
working as an employee. The findings of this study indicate that combining
entrepreneurship and family life is not so difficult as it usually is thought to be. Family
entrepreneurship can, thus, provide one solution to the problem of how to combine work
and family.
The respondents of this study tended to regard cooperation with the chain more as
cooperation between retailers. All of them felt good and secure at being a K-retailer.
Economies of scale and joint purchasing were their most important motives for joining
the chain. The interviewed retailers stressed their independence and emphasized that they
continued to be private entrepreneurs and could manage their own store as they wanted to
in spite of belonging to the chain. The chain did not “enter” the store, and had no effect
whatsoever on the family. These findings give a distinct answer to the question of
whether family entrepreneurship can survive in the chain – family entrepreneurship
certainly had not disappeared but continued to be the primary working force of the
retailers in the chain. The retailers and the chain share a mutual goal – the profitability of
the business – but this is an important goal also for the economic wellbeing of the family.
As long as the retailers and the chain both observed “the rules of the game”, the
interviewed retailers said they were quite satisfied with cooperation with the chain. This
supports the attitudes towards retailer cooperation with the chain found in some other
studies (Mannermaa 1990; Åkerberg 1997; Sillvan 1999).
In another study, Hyrsky (2001, 112) found that Finns are rather averse to risk and,
instead of pursuing profit and business growth, are oriented towards securing the
economic wellbeing of their families. According to him, Finnish entrepreneurs and small-
business owners are not so entrepreneurial as they are often made out to be in public
discussion. The K-retailers of the present study were trying to reduce their risk by
belonging to a chain and having the chain’s support in professional training, marketing,
joint purchasing, etc., while still remaining entrepreneurial. Family entrepreneurship is,
first and foremost, a voluntary lifestyle. The respondents in this study said they wanted to
provide wellbeing for the family but they also wanted to create a successful, profitable
business. Although they claimed to be satisfied with a moderate way of life, still most of
them were willing to expand their business or move into a larger store. In some cases the
retailers had reached quite a high standard of living, but yet wanted to develop and
expand the business further. They said money was not their motive – they wanted to
create a good enterprise and then leave the successful business to the next generation, be
it their own children or another retailer.
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The household-enterprise complex of family entrepreneurs has to face multiple needs and
challenges in everyday life, and one of the research questions was: how do they manage
to meet these needs and challenges. The business family, the firm, and the chain
organization each has its own different interests and goals, even though they have one
objective in common – a profitable grocery business. To find out the various needs and
challenges of the retailers I examined the values of each unit of the household-enterprise
complex separately. Thompson’s (1992) Hestian-Hermean paradigm proved helpful in
studying the value sets, and also provided a basis for understanding the challenges that
retailers and their wives encounter in their life. The retailer and his/her store act between
two different worlds: the Hestian “human” world (family) and the Hermean “rational”
(chain) world. These two worlds offer the retailer and the firm different types of
resources. The family contributes its labour and also its private property for use by the
family firm. The chain brings logistic efficiency and professional information to the
retailer. And the retailer as a promoter combines all these resources and tries to create a
family business that can fulfil all the demands set by the various interest groups. The
challenges change as the environment changes. But changes in the family structure or
moving from one lifecycle stage to another may similarly affect the challenges that the
family faces and the individual needs of the family members.
The contribution of the family is critical to the business in a family entreprise. The results
of this study indicate that a family business has “synergy power”, which should be both
recognized and respected. Even though the retailers and their wives talked about their
enormous amount of work and the deep involvement of the whole family in the business,
they did not mean that they were sacrificing their lives to the business. Most of the time
they “loved” what they were doing and did not feel their work to be a “duty” – instead,
they were sincerely interested in their business. They knew that if they wanted to build
up a successful business it would require the involvement of the entire family, but they
also hoped to get some compensation and reward from the business in return for their
labour.  They dreamed of a profitable business and wanted to be good at their profession.
The family gave them strength and purpose – the business in itself, they said, could never
be the only purpose of life.
Compared with quantitative research, qualitative research has fewer rules and is less
structured but the purpose in both is to communicate the research process and the data
collected through the process as clearly as possible. In this report I have described the
whole research process – what was done and why – in quite a detailed manner in order to
increase the reliability of the study. This is a study that cannot be repeated as it is nearly
impossible to replicate the original conditions under which the data were collected or to
control all the variables that might affect the findings. Still, should the same theoretical
perspective be taken and the same general rules be followed in data collection and
analysis, it might be possible to arrive at the same conclusions as in this study. The many
references to the interviews enable other researchers to draw their own conclusions from
the citations.
Leskinen (1999, 305) deliberates in her study that when a researcher is part of the same
cultural context as the respondents it may result in a genuine understanding of the
phenomenon being studied, but it may sometimes have even too much impact on the
conclusions the researcher makes from the data. In this study, my pre-understanding and
familiarity with the entrepreneurial lifestyle helped me in working out the themes of the
interviews and in discussing them with the respondents, as well as in my interpretation of
the interviews. But it also brought along some difficulties, particularly with addressing
the collected data with new questions and finding new perspectives for data
178
interpretation. There was a period when I was uncertain about how to deal with the data
or the preliminary results, and was hesitant to draw final conclusions from the findings.
The retailers had told their stories in the interviews based on the themes that I had
selected because I had anticipated them to be significant. So, it seemed that everything
had already been said before I had really interpreted the interviews. But listening to the
tapes over again and reading and rereading the transcriptions returned my confidence that
I would able to analyze the data and derive some new and important results from them.
The results of this study are very context-bound, since the aim was to describe family
entrepreneurship as the interviewed family business members experience it subjectively.
Although this is an empirical study, there are some theoretically important findings. It is
difficult or even impossible to create a theory that describes family entrepreneurship
exhaustively, but lifecycle thinking proved useful in explaining the complexity of the
phenomenon. The main thing is to understand that there is no unambiguous way of
defining the business family or the household-enterprise complex, and so the theoretical
approach must be multidimensional and comprehensive. The theories on families and
households, systems thinking, and the single-generation lifecycle model were found to be
the most adequate theoretical approaches for examining business families.
The circumstances of retailers change every day, and the family and the household-
enterprise complex do their best to meet the current challenges as flexibly as possible. In
evaluating the results of this study one must take into account that a reformed chain-
operating system between Kesko and K-retailers was introduced during the year 2001,
and so the results concerning cooperation in the chain are not directly applicable to
today’s situation. My aim was not to tell a heroic story of K-retailers but to describe their
everyday life and to see how they managed to connect entrepreneurship with family life.
Paajanen (2001, 214) has, in fact, pointed out that any attempt to describe of an
entrepreneur may produce an idealized figure. Similarly, in this study it is possible to see
the entrepreneur as a heroic, hardworking, self-sacrificing, family-centred benefactor,
who is satisfied with his/her way of living and leads a happy, harmonious family life. But
there is also another side to the coin. The retailer may be seen as a self-centered patriarch
(or matriarch) who does not ask his/her family members what they may need or want, but
pushes on, pursuing his/her own desires. Neither of these pictures corresponds to the real-
life figure. One of the most important results of the study is that it is not possible to draw
a stable, uniform or unchanging picture of retailers or their families. The picture changes
over time as the circumstances, the environment, and the family and firm themselves
change. The lifecycle stage of the family and the lifecycle stage of the firm are the most
critical factors that influence the functions and decisions of the entrepreneurial family,
as can be seen from the single generation life-cycle model of K-retailers (Table 16).
This is a dissertation in consumer economics, but the results of this study can be applied
in practice among many disciplines. Most importantly, these findings and the single-
generation lifecycle model can be utilized in the training of retailers. When developing
the chain organization the needs of the individual and the needs of the entrepreneurial
family cannot be forgotten. The household-enterprise complex and the complexity and
comprehensiveness of the entrepreneurial lifestyle should also be taken into account
when planning further programmes for the enhancement of entrepreneurship. Even
though family entrepreneurship is not an easy way of life, it still offers many positive
things to people and gives them a chance to lead a fulfilling family-centered life. Family
entrepreneurship can provide one viable solution to the problem of how to connect work
and family.
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7.2 Suggestions for further research
Each theme and research question of this study could themselves have been the subject of
a separate investigation. Nevertheless, since the aim here was to create a holistic view of
the household-enterprise complex of retailers operating in a chain, it was not possible to
examine all the themes or research questions in more detail. Now that the complexity of
the household-enterprise complex has been “proved”, each of the individual problem
areas could be focused on individually and at a deeper level.
In this study, the contribution of the family and particularly of the women was critical to
the family business of retailers. Yet both spouses had an important role to play in the
functions of the household-enterprise complex. Although the spouses in most of the cases
were copreneurs, it was the work input of the women that was not visible. The husband
was the manager of the firm and usually the one who was identified with the business
and also the one who had the honour if the business was successful. The cultural tradition
that places women and men in different social positions, with gender-based definitions of
work and home responsibilities, continues to play a major part in keeping women
invisible in a family business (Rowe and Hong 1997). It would be interesting to explore
the women’s contribution to family businesses more profoundly than was possible in this
study. The invisible “touch of a woman” has been recognized in some studies, but
women are still largely considered mainly as “helpers” or “assisting family members”.
The perspective of this study is “patriarchal” in the sense that the respondent retailers
were men, and it would be exciting to study the women retailers and their household-
enterprise complexes. What contribution does a woman retailer’s family and husband
give to the business and how does the situation differ from a male retailer’s
entrepreneurship? Are the spouses more equal when the entrepreneur or retailer is a
woman?
One major finding of this study was that family entrepreneurship offers a flexible way of
connecting work and family. Many entrepreneurs are able to take care of their children
themselves and probably use the public childcare system less than other people do. It
would be of great interest to study business families also from this point of view.
As many entrepreneurs would like to see their children to continue the family business
they have created, it would be good to examine the children’s point of view to family
entrepreneurship as well. The children of the business families were not interviewed in
this study. Do they feel the sense of togetherness that their parents placed so much
emphasis on? Do they take part in the business because they really want to or just to
please their parents? Are they interested in continuing the business? Do the children
really share the mutual dream of the business family?
According to Low and MacMillan (1994, 25), longitudinal research in entrepreneurship
is needed because it provides a better basis for theoretical model building. Longitudinal
studies are inevitably more difficult and expensive than cross-sectional studies, but the
benefits are considerable. The economic situation of the household-enterprise complex of
family entrepreneurs would merit more detailed study. The findings of this study showed
that the interaction between the household and the firm varied from time to time
according to the lifecycle stage of the family and the business. It would be interesting to
observe the situation of case families for a longer period of time.
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The succession process of K-retailers is another important topic worth investigating
further. Because of cooperation with the chain organization, the situation of the next
generation is even more complicated than in normal succession. It may be that the retailer
and the offspring have already agreed on how to go on with the family business, but the
chain organization refuses to continue cooperation with the retailer’s child or children. A
study of succession, of course, is not a short-term project but a long process (Koiranen
2000, 13), and must therefore be planned in view of a longer period of time. Since the
newly launched cooperation agreements of K-retailers are made for only five years, it is
even more difficult to plan succession in the family firms of K-retailers. Succession is
becoming an urgent problem in many family business within the near future, and more
research should be available in order to provide ready models or materials for advice and
consulting on this pressing subject.
The reformed chain-operating system between Kesko and K-retailers was introduced at
the beginning of  2001. All the retailers had to sign the new agreement which will mean
much closer joint operation in the development of the chain concept, category
management, marketing, purchasing, and logistics (Kesko 2000). The retailers in this
study were truly satisfied with their cooperation with the chain and all the respondents
had great expectations of the future operations. It would be interesting to conduct a
longitudinal study to see whether the new agreement has changed the situation of K-
retailers.
This study gives an overview of the entrepreneurship of K-retailers, but the study data
can be analyzed more with regard to several other research questions. The data provide
material, for instance, for investigating the cultures of business families, the family
businesses, and the chain organization. Also the chain strategies and the way family
entrepreneurship appears in them would be worth researching.
The focal point of this study was the business family, but the perspective of the
employees in a family firm would also be of great interest. Some of the respondents in
this study stressed their responsibility for their employees and their families. How does
this target show in the lives of the employees? What it is like to work as an employee in a
family business? Do the employees feel togetherness with the business family?
Family entrepreneurship is a very interesting and important field of research. It contains
many problem areas that should be investigated and studied. There is growing interest in
small-business and family-business research, and more knowledge on this topic is
definitely needed to help the entrepreneurs develop their businesses and make family
entrepreneurship an even more profitable and rewarding lifestyle.
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FINNISH SUMMARY: PERHEYRITTÄJYYS KETJUSSA -
PÄIVITTÄISTAVARAKAUPPIAIDEN KOTITALOUS-
YRITYS -KOMPLEKSI
Tutkimuksen taustalla on ajatus ”economies of scale” ja ”small is beautiful” välisestä
ristiriidasta eli siitä, kuinka ketjun ”kovat” arvot ja perheen ”pehmeät” arvot valjastetaan
perheyrityksen käyttöön, jotta lopputuloksena olisi toisaalta menestyvä liiketoiminta
toisaalta perheen hyvinvointi. K-kauppiaat ovat perinteiseti edustaneet perheyrittäjyyttä
ja perheyrittäjyys on mainittu kauppiassopimuksessa ja kauppojen liikeideassa.    Tämän
tutkimuksen mukaan kauppiaan perhe ja kotitalous tuovat yritykseen pehmeitä arvoja ja
syyn yrittää ja ketjuyhteistyöllä pidetään huoli yrityksen taloudellisesta tehokkuudesta ja
kehittämisestä. Nämä molemmat ulottuvuudet täydentävät toisiaan ja vaikuttavat
yrityksen hyvinvointiin. Yrityksen menestys on kauppiasperheelle palkinto kovasta
työstä ja koko perheen sitoutumisesta.
Perheyrittäjyys on K-kauppiasperheille elämäntapa ja keskeinen elämänsisältö. Tärkein
tavoite kauppiaille ja heidän puolisoilleen on perheen kohtuullinen taloudellinen
hyvinvointi, mutta myös yrityksen sekä ketjun menestys. Kauppiaat kokevat
yhteistoiminnan Keskon ja sen ketjujen kanssa merkittävänä ja taloudellisia
mahdollisuuksia tarjoavana tekijänä, koska toimiminen nykyisillä markkinoilla yksin on
lähes mahdotonta. Kauppiaat eivät näe itseään vain ketjun osana vaan kokevat ketjussa
toimivansa verkostona muiden kauppiaiden kanssa.
Tutkimuksen yhdeksi tärkeimmäksi tulokseksi nousee perheyrittäjyyden joustavuus ja
sen tuomat mahdollisuudet yhdistää perhe-elämä ja työnteko. Kauppiasperheissä
työnjaon perusteena on tarkoituksenmukaisuusperiaate: nuoremmat kauppiasperheet
järjestävät tietoisesti molemmille vanhemmille mahdollisuuden elää lasten kanssa myös
perheen arkea ja työnjako yrityksessäkin tapahtuu puolisoiden taipumusten,
luonteenpiirteiden ja asiantuntijuuden mukaan. Tämän tutkimuksen mukaan
perheyrittäjyyttä voisi laajemminkin ajatella ratkaisuksi perheen ja työn
yhdistämisongelmiin.
Perheyrityksessä tilanne muuttuu koko ajan riippuen perheen, yrityksen ja ketjun
elinkaaren vaiheista sekä muusta toimintaympäristöstä.  Perheyrittäjän kotitalous ja yritys
muodostavat sosioekonomisen kokonaisuuden, kotitalous-yritys -kompleksin, jossa eri
yksiköt toimivat systeemisesti yhdessä ja niitä on vaikea erottaa toisistaan. Yrityksen
perustamisvaiheessa yrittäjäperhe panostaa taloudellisesti kaiken yritykseen, yrityksen
toiminnan vakiinnuttua perhe voi jo hankkia yksityistäkin omaisuutta, mutta
markkinatilanteen muuttuessa yrittäjäperhe on jälleen valmis sijoittamaan lisää
yritykseensä.
Tutkimuksen tavoitteet
Tutkimuksessa selvitetään, kuinka kauppias ja hänen puolisonsa ovat yhdistäneet perhe-
elämän, perheyrittäjyyden ja ketjuyhteistoiminnan. Tutkimuksen empiirisenä tavoitteena
on ymmärtää yrittäjäperheiden elämää haastateltavien kokemustn perusteella. Empiirisen
tutkimuksen avulla pyritään löytämään vastauksia mm. seuraaviin kysymyksiin:
• Miten kotitalouden ja yrityksen taloudellinen yhteistoiminta vaikuttaa yrittäjäperheen
elämässä?
• Miten sukupuoliroolit vaikuttavat yrittäjäperheen työnjakoon?
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• Miten ketjuyhteistyö vaikuttaa kotitalous-yritys -kompleksin toiminnassa?
• Kuinka perheyrittäjät selviytyvät moninaisten haasteiden ja tarpeiden "ristivedossa"?
• Miten yrittäjät ja heidän puolisonsa kokevat perheyrittäjyyden?
Teoreettisena tavoitteena on esittää holistinen kuva perheyrittäjän kotitalous-yritys
kompleksin toiminnasta.
Aineisto ja tutkimusmenetelmä
Tutkimuksessa selvitetään perheyrittäjyyttä ketjuuntuvilla päivittäistavaramarkkinoilla
haastattelemalla ketjuihin kuuluvia K-kauppiaita (10) ja heidän puolisoitaan (8)
teemahaastattelumenetelmällä. Lisäksi tutkimusaineistona käytetään haastatteluissa
laadittuja yrittäjäperheiden SWOT-analyyseja. Haastateltaviksi valittiin kauppiaita
viidestä K-ryhmän päivittäistavarakaupan ketjusta (K-citymarket, K-supermarket, K-
market, K-lähikauppa ja Rimi –ketjuista) ja ne tehtiin keväällä 1999
pääkaupunkiseudulla.
Tutkimuksen näkökulma on muodostettu perheen ja kotitalouden toiminnan malleista
sekä yrittäjyyden ja perheyrittäjyyden teorioista ja malleista. Kiinnostuksen kohteena on
erityisesti perheyrittäjien kotitalouden toiminta ja työnjako perheenjäsenten välillä sekä
kotitaloudessa että yrityksessä. Riippumatta yrityksen koosta yrittäjyys vaikuttaa monin
tavoin yrittäjän perheen ja kotitalouden toimintaan. Perheyrittäjän kotitalous ja yritys
muodostavat kotitalous-yritys -kompleksin, jossa eri yksiköt toimivat systeemisesti
yhdessä ja niitä on vaikea erottaa toisistaan.
K-kauppiaiden kotitalous-yritys -kompleksia voidaan tarkastella "kolmiulotteisesti"
perheen, yrityksen ja ketjun kannalta. Kompleksin toimintaan vaikuttavat kunkin osa-
alueen luonne ja arvot, päämäärät ja tavoitteet, käytettävissä olevat resurssit, sekä
työnjako eri yksiköiden ja yksilöiden välillä. Haastatteluteemat valittiin näiden
vaikuttavien tekijöiden perusteella. Ensimmäisessä teema-alueessa haastateltavat
kertoivat oman käsityksensä perheyrittäjyydestä, kauppiaana olemisesta ja
ketjuyhteistoiminnasta. Toinen teema-alue käsitteli kauppiaiden ja heidän perheittensä
tavoitteita. Haastateltavilta kysyttiin myös heidän käytettävissä olevia resurssejaan sekä
miten he arvelivat ketjuyhteistoiminnan vaikuttavan heidän toimintaansa. Neljäs teema-
alue käsitteli kotitalouden jäsenten erilaisia rooleja ja työnjakoa perheenjäsenten kesken.
Tämän teeman alla käsiteltiin myös työnjakoa yrityksen sisällä sekä työnjakoa kaupan ja
ketjun välillä. Viidennessä teema-alueessa pohdittiin tulevaisuuden haasteita ja
tavoitteita. Tulevaisuuden pohtiminen tapahtui varsin laajasti eli sekä perheen, yrityksen
että ketjun kannalta. Keskuseluissa nousi esiin myös seuraavan sukupolven
mahdollisuudet ja tavoitteet perheyrityksessä. Viimeisen teema-alueen alla keskusteltiin
perheyrittäjyyteen ja yrittäjyyteen liittyvistä arvoista ja niiden vaikutuksesta yrityksen
toimintaan. Tarkoituksena oli muodostaa holistinen näkemys K-kauppiaiden
perheyrittäjyydestä erilaisissa elämänvaiheissa olevien yritysten ja perheiden avulla.
Haastatteluaineisto analysoitiin ensin haastattelukohtaisesti, jonka jälkeen puolisoiden
ajatukset yhdistettiin. Tämän jälkeen aineisto purettiin teema-alueittain ja etsittiin
tutkimusongelman kannalta tärkeimmät teema-alueet, joiden perusteella kyettiin
tarkentamaan varsinaiset tutkimuskysymykset. Jatkossa aineistoa käsiteltiin tapauksittain
tutkimuskysymysten mukaisesti jaoteltuna. Kukin tapaus sijoitettiin kotitalouden ja
yrityksen elinkaaren vaiheen mukaisesti perheyrittäjyyden yhden sukupolven
kehitysmalliin. Kotitalous-yritys -kompleksin elinkaarta ja kehittymistä voitiin tarkastella
eri vaiheissa olevien tapausten perusteella.
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Tutkimuksen tulokset
Tutkimuksessa esitellään kauppiaiden ns. perheyrittäjyyden yhden sukupolven
kehitysmalli, jonka mukaan perheyritykset voidaan jakaa neljään ryhmään perheen
elinkaaren vaiheen mukaan: 1) Nuoret yrittäjäperheet, 2) perheet, joissa lapset alkavat
osallistua perheyrityksen töihin, 3) perheet, joissa tehdään töitä yhdessä ja 4) perheet,
joissa valmistaudutaan sukupolven vaihdokseen. Riippuen yrityksen kehitysvaiheesta
(aloitus, vakiintuminen, kypsyminen) määräytyy se, mitkä tavoitteet yritykselle
asetetaan, miten näihin tavoitteisiin pyritään ja minkälaisia panostuksia yrittäjäperhe
joutuu tekemään, jotta yritys menestyisi.
Yrittäjäperheen ja yrityksen taloudellinen tilanne on aina sidoksissa toisiinsa, koska
yrittäjä ja yleensä myös hänen perheensä on taloudellisesti vastuussa yrityksen
sitoumuksista. Kotitalouden ja yrityksen taloudellinen riippuvuus toisistaan määräytyy
perheen ja yrityksen elinkaarenvaiheen mukaan.Yrityksen perustamisvaiheessa perhe
joustaa taloudellisesti yrityksen kehittämiseksi, vaikka nuoren yrittäjäperheenkin
taloudelliset vaatimukset ovat usein silloin suurimmillaan. Kun yrityksen taloudellinen
tilanne tasaantuu, on perheenkin talouden mahdollista vakiintua. Jatkossa yrittäjäperhe on
yleensä valmis uudelleen investoimaan yritykseen, jos yritystä laajennetaan tai muuten
kehitetään.
Yrittäjäperheeiden työnjako sekä perheen että yrityksen sisällä näyttää määräytyvän
sukupuolen mukaan. Mutta tarkemmin tarkasteltuna havaitaan, että työnjako perustuu
tarkoituksenmukaisuus periaatteeseen. Tavoitteena on, että molemmat puolisot osaavat
tehdä kaikkia yrityksen töitä, mutta nuoremmissa perheissä myös, että kotityöt hoituvat
molemmilta puolisoilta. Tämän tutkimuksen yrittäjäperheet voidaan jakaa kolmeen
ryhmään puolisoiden keskinäisen työnjaon perusteella.
Ensimmäinen ryhmä on "pariyrittäjät", jossa molemmat puolisot työskentelevät
yriyksessä. Työnjako perustuu tarkoituksenmukaisuuteen ja kummankin puolison
kykyihin ja taipumuksiin. Molemmilla puolisoilla on omat vastuualueensa, mutta
tarvittaessa he voivat kompensoida toistensa asemaa.
Toinen ryhmä, "Tasa-arvoiset kumppanit", on tavallaan pariyrittäjien alaryhmä. He
eroavat pariyrittäjien perusryhmästä vain siinä, että heillä myös kotitaloustyöt on jaettu
molemmille puolisoille melko tasavertaisesti.
"Patriarkaalisten perheiden" ryhmässä työnjako perutuu pääsääntöisesti
sukupuoliroolien mukaiseen jakoon. Tässä ryhmässä mies on selkeästi yrityksen johtaja
ja vaimo työskentelee taustahahmona ja useimmiten vastaa yksin perheen ja kotitalouden
toiminnasta.
Jako näihin ryhmiin ei ole tiukka ja perheet voivat elinkaaren vaiheen  ja tilanteen
muuttuessa siirtyä ryhmästä toiseen. Tässä tutkimuksessa nuoremman sukupolven
perheet olivat lähempänä tasa-arvoisia kumppaneita ja vanhemman sukupolven perheet
lähempänä traditionaalista työnjaon mallia eli patriarkaalista työnjakoa.
Vaikka K-kauppiaat toimivat ketjussa, on K-kauppiasyrittäjyys mitä selkeimmin
perheyrittäjyyttä, jossa sekä perheen hyvinvointi että yrityksen menestyminen ovat
tavoitteena. Haastateltujen mukaan perhe on tärkein voimavara, joka tuo yrityksen eri
kehitysvaiheissa sekä taloudellisia että henkisiä resursseja ja joustavuutta
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yritystoimintaan. Ketjun jäsenyys koetaan tärkeänä taloudellisen menestymisen
edellytyksenä ja kaikki olivat varsin sitoutuneita ketjutoimintaan. Haastateltujen mukaan
ketju ei kuitenkaan voi olla määräävänä tekijänä yrityksen toiminnassa. Yrittäjyys ja
perheyrittäjyys perustuu inhimillisiin arvoihin eikä pelkkiin taloudellisiin
tehokkuuslaskelmiin. Perheen vaikutus perheyrityksen toimeenpanevana voimana on
tämän tutkimuksen perusteella merkittävä: yrityksen olemassaolon motiivit lähtevät
perheestä, taloudelliset toimintaedellytykset paranevat ketjuyhteistyössä.
Tutkimuksen arviointi ja jatkotutkimustarve
Tämän tutkimuksen tavoitteena oli muodostaa holistinen kuva ketjussa toimivien
päivittäistavarakauppiaiden kotitalous-yritys kompleksista. Kaikki teema-alueet ja
tutkimuskysymykset ansaitsisivat erillisen oman tutkimuksensa. Tutkimusaineistosta
kävi selkeästi ilmi kotitalous-yritys kompleksin monimuotoisuus ja useita uusia
tutkimusaiheita nousi esiin. Tässä tutkimuksessa pääpaino oli yrittäjäperheellä, mutta
myös perheyritysten työntekijöiden tutkiminen olisi mielenkiintoista. Monet yrittäjät
sanovat suhtautuvansa työntekijöihinsä kuten perheenjäseniinsä. Tuntevatko myös
työntekijät tämän yhteenkuuluvaisuuden? Miten perheyrittäjyys näkyy työntekijöiden
elämässä?
Tutkimuksessa perheen ja erityisesti naisten työpanoksen merkitys yritystoiminnan
mahdollistajana oli suuri. Molemmilla puolisoilla on oma tärkeä roolinsa kotitalous-
yritys -kompleksin toiminnassa ja menestymisessä. Vaikka useimmat tämän tutkimuksen
haastateltavista pariskunnista edustivat pariyrittäjyyttä, oli naisten rooli yleensä
"näkymätön" ja kotiinpäin suuntautunut. Miehen rooli varsinaisena kauppiaana oli
näkyvä ja ennemmän yritykseen suuntautunut. Naiset tekevät mm. yrityksen "paperitöitä"
iltaisin lasten nukkumaan mentyä, mutta miehet ovat näkyvässä asemassa kaupan
päivittäisessä johtamisessa. Tämäntyyppinen roolijako perustuu kulttuuriseen traditioon,
jonka mukaan nainen ja mies asemoidaan sosiaalisesti eri tavalla. Naisten merkitys on
tunnustettu jo monissa tutkimuksissa, mutta naiset silti usein nähdään perheyrityksissäkin
avustavina perheenjäseninä tai assistentteina. Tässä tutkimuksessa miesten ja naisten
välistä työnjakoa arvioitiin haastateltavien omien kertomusten perusteella, mutta naisten
työpanoksen merkitystä perheyrityksissä voisi tutkia laajemmin ajankäyttötutkimuksilla.
Tutkimuksen näkökulma on patriarkaalinen, koska kaikki tutkimuksen kauppiaat olivat
miehiä. Vain 20 % K-kauppiaista on naisia ja olisi mielenkiintoista tutkia myös heidän
kotitalous-yritys -kompleksiensa toimintaa. Eroavatko nais- ja mieskauppiaiden
perheiden toimintatavat toisistaan? Mikä on naiskauppiaan aviomiehen rooli kotitalous-
yritys kompleksissa? Ovatko puolisot tasa-arvoisempia, jos kauppias on nainen?
Tutkimuksen yksi tärkein, ja ehkä yllättävinkin, tulos on perheyrittäjyyden joustavuus
perhe-elämän kannalta. Yrittäjäperheissä kyetään joustamaan sekä yrityksen että perheen
tarpeiden mukaan. Puolisot saattavat vaihtaa tehtäviä ja rooleja useastikin päivän aikana,
mikä helpottaa lasten hoitamista ja kotitöiden tekemistä. Tarpeen vaatiessa lapset voidaan
ottaa mukaan työpaikalle, mutta toisaalta puolisoiden keskinäisen työnjaon avulla on
mahdollista järjestää myös sairaan lapsen hoitaminen kotona. Tutkimuksen perheissä
olikin yleistä, että äidit olivat kotona pienten lasten kanssa ja lisäsivät työntekoaan
yrityksessä sitä mukaa, kun lapset kasvoivat. Perheyrittäjyys voisikin olla hyvä
vaihtoehto perheen ja työn yhdistämiseen. Yrittäjäperheiden lasten hoitojärjestelyitä voisi
tutkia perusteellisemmin ja suuremman aineiston avulla.
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Pitkittäistutkimusten tarve yrittäjyyden teorian ja mallien muodostamisessa on tärkeää.
Tutkimuksessa ilmeni, että yrittäjän kotitalouden ja yrityksen taloudellinen riippuvuus
vaihtelee yrityksen ja kotitalouden elinkaaren vaiheen mukaan. Varsinkin yrittäjien
taloudellisen turvallisuuden kannalta on tärkeätä seurata yksittäisiä yrittäjäkotitalouksia
useiden vuosien ajan. Tarvitaan tietoa, jonka avulla voidaan välttää yrittäjäperheiden
sosiaaliturvan "sudenkuoppia".
Tämän tutkimuksen kauppiaat olivat erittäin tyytyväisiä ketjuyhteistyöhön ja heillä oli
myös paljon odotuksia tulevaisuuden yhteistoiminnalta. Keskon ja K-kauppiaiden väliset
sopimukset uusittiin vuoden 2001 aikana. Uusien sopimusten mukaan yhteistoiminta
ostoissa, markkinoinnissa, logistiikassa, tavaravalikoimassa on entistä tiiviimpää ja
ketjukonseptit ovat tiukempia. Monia kysymyksiä herää näiden uusien sopimusten
soveltamisesta. Miten sopimukset muuttavat kauppiaan ja ketjun välistä työnjakoa ja
suhdetta? Säilyykö perheyrittäjyys vielä uusien sopimusten aikana? Miten sopimukset
vaikuttavat sukupolvenvaihdostilanteessa?
Monet yrittäjät haluaisivat, että heidän lapsensa tulisivat mukaan perheen
yritystoimintaan ja aikanaan jatkaisivat yritystä. Tässä tutkimuksessa ei tarkasteltu
perheyrittäjyyttä erikseen lasten näkökulmasta ja jatkossa olisi tärkeää selvittää, mikä on
lasten suhtautuminen yrittäjyyteen. Ovatko he yhtä tyytyväisiä perheyrittäjyyteen
elämäntapana kuin heidän vanhempansa? Kokevatko myös lapset yrittäjyyden perhettä
yhdistävänä tekijänä? Haluavatko lapset itse jatkaa perheen yritystä? Jakavatko lapset
perheen "yhteisen unelman"?
Perheyrittäjyys on erittäin mielenkiintoinen ja tärkeä tutkimusalue. Siihen liittyy monia
käytännöllisiä ja yhteiskunnallisesti merkittäviä osa-alueita, joiden tutkiminen esim.
työllistämisen ja työssä jaksamisen kannalta on tärkeää. Tämän tutkimuksen tuloksilla on
merkitystä, kun kehitetään ketjuuntumiseen ja verkostoitumiseen perustuvaa
yritystoimintaa, kun mietitään, millä keinoilla yrittäjyyttä voitaisiin edistää, kun
pohditaan työn ja perheen yhdistämistä sekä sukupolvenvaihdokseen liittyviä haasteita ja
ongelmia.
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX 1 (4): Some classification of family life cycle stages.
Deacon &
Firebaugh
(1981)
Kalliopuska &
Karjalainen
(1988)
Haavio-
Mannila
(1988, 2000)
Tolkki-
Nikkonen
(1990)
Hallman
(1991, 227)
1) Newly
married
couples
without
children,
2) Families
with infants
3) Families
with preschool
children
4) Families
with school
children
5) Families
with teenagers
6) Families
who are
launching
children
7) Families
who have
launched
children
8) Retirement.
1) Shaping
family
2) Family
expecting first
child
3) Family with
preschool
children
4) Family with
school children
5) Family with
teenagers
6) Family who
launches
children
7) Middle aged
family
8) Aging
family
1) Newly
established
couples
2) Child-
bearing
families
3) Families
with
schoolchildren
and young
adults
4) Families in
the middle of
empty nest.
1) Newly
established
couples
2) Young
family with
children
3) Families
with teenagers
or young
adults
4) Families
who are
launching
children
5) Families
who have
launched
children
1)Starting
family
2)Expanding
family
3)Reducing
family.
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APPENDIX 2 (4): Letter to the respondents
Tarja Römer-Paakkanen 22.2.1999
Helsingin yliopisto
Taloustieteen laitos
PL 27
00014 Helsingin yliopisto
Hyvä Kauppias!
Olen tekemässä väitöskirjaa Helsingin yliopiston taloustieteen laitokselle aiheesta
”Perheyrittäjyys ketjuuntuvilla päivittäistavaramarkkinoilla” ja haluaisin haastatella
sinua ja puolisoasi tutkimustani varten. Oman perheyrittäjätaustani vuoksi (vuodesta
1985 lähtien) tunnen tärkeäksi, että puhuttaessa yrittäjyydestä ja yrittäjäksi ryhtymisestä
otettaisiin huomioon yrittäjyyden vaikutukset yrittäjän ja hänen perheensä koko elämään
ja elämäntapaan. Perheyritys ja yrittäjän kotitalous muodostavat kiinteän
kokonaisuuden, jossa on monesti vaikea erotella, mikä on yritystä ja mikä kotitaloutta.
Tutkimukseni avulla haluaisin ”piirtää kuvan” tästä yritys-kotitalous-kompleksista.
Keskusteltuani muidenkin yrittäjien kanssa olen vakuuttunut, että aiheen tutkiminen on
tärkeää monestakin syystä, mutta erityisesti, koska päättäjille on kerrottava yrittäjien
arkipäivästä ja elämästä.
Tutkimustyötäni rahoittavat Helsingin yliopiston lisäksi Helsingin kauppakorkeakoulun
Pienyrityskeskuksen tukisäätiö, Jenny ja Antti Wihurin Säätiö sekä Liikesivistysrahasto.
Toivon, että sinulla ja puolisollasi olisi yrittäjän pitkästä työpäivästä huolimatta
lähiviikkoina pari tuntia aikaa haastatteluun. Otan yhteyttä puhelimitse viikolla 8 tai 9
niin voimme sopia haastattelun ajankohdasta. Oheisessa liitteessä kerron tutkimukseni
taustalla olevasta ajatuksesta, mutta voit ottaa yhteyttä ja kysellä tarkemmin
tutkimuksestani minulta, tutkimustyötä ohjaavalta professorilta Anu Raijakselta tai
kauppias Harri Sihvoselta (puh. 530 8550), jonka kanssa olen keskustellut
tutkimusaiheestani paljon.
Tarja Römer-Paakkanen Anu Raijas
assistentti, tutkija professori
puh. t. 708 58087 puh. 708 58085
puh. k. 85 32 786 tai 040-737 7337
0500-981 393
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APPENDIX  3(4):  Fact sheet in the interviews.
DATE:
Store:
Retailer: age:
Spouse: age:
 Works in the store whole day: duties in the store:
 Works in the store part time: duties in the store:
 Home
 Works outside own firm
Children:       ages:
Started as an entrepreneur:
Started in present store:
Career/education:
Company form:
Owners:
Sale:
Employees:
Family members or relatives working in the store:
Property:
SWOT-analysis:
Strengths Weaknesses
Opportunities Threats
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APPENDIX 4(4): Main themes in the interviews and some questions.
Definitions:
Entrepreneurship
Family entrepreneurhsip
Household and family
Chain
Duties and roles: ( economic, sosial, cultural)
Division of labour in household
Division of labour in firm
Division of labour between retailer and chain
Targets:  (fysical,  mental, social, economic)
Targets of the firm
Targets of the household/Targets of the family/Personal targets
Targets of the chain
Resources: (fysical, economic, mental)
Resources of the household
• Health/Property/Skills
Resources of the firm
• Economic stage of the firm
• Professionality of the employees
• Skills of family members
Resources that the chain provide
What do the respondents think about:
Is entreprenrueship a positive phenomenon in the family?
Are the children going to be entrepreneurs?
What is your relationship to work?
How do you think you manage your life?
How do you think your family life is?
What does it mean to you to be a K-retailer?
What does the chain mean to you?
Values/Culture:
Important things/values in the family
Important things/values in the firm
Important thigs/values in the chain
Future and visions:
Visions in the family
Visions in the firm
Visions of the chain
Do you have any message or thoughts that you want to press?
